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ABSTRACT
DIVERSITY AND EMOTIONAL LABOR IN STUDENT PROJECT TEAMS:
INITIAL TESTS OF A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Ruth Imose, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Lisa Finkelstein and Mahesh Subramony, Co-Chairs
Grandey’s (2000) framework of emotional labor was extended to propose
a modified framework of diversity and emotional labor. It was proposed that
diverse workgroup composition may be considered a situational variable that
triggers affective reactions within interpersonal and workgroup contexts and
interactions. This framework suggests that emotional labor may be considered an
important mediating variable that can account for a number of relationships
between diversity and both individual and workgroup well-being. The current
study provided some initial tests of the proposed framework using a
complementary, multi-level approach. At the individual level, relationships
between diversity, emotional labor, and well-being outcomes were evidenced. At
the group level, no significant relationships between heterogeneity, aggregate
emotional labor, and group well-being outcomes were demonstrated. The
implications of these results, and their significance for the modified model
proposed are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Changing trends such as increasing globalization have made workforce diversity
inevitable. These same changes have made such diversity advantageous in many increasingly
competitive markets including service economies. While workforce diversity comes with a
number of potential benefits (Ely & Thomas, 2001), managing diversity has proven challenging.
In this vein, of particular interest is the intersection of diversity and emotions - specifically, how
emotions emerge as a response to group composition and how such emotions impact relevant
individual- and group-level outcomes.
Research examining the relationship between workgroup diversity and outcomes such as
commitment, turnover, and creativity has yielded mixed results. At the workgroup level,
diversity has been associated with advantages such as increases in alternatives and perspectives
considered, increased likelihood of identifying creative solutions, increased innovation, and
ultimately enhanced likelihood that adequate solutions will be identified (Brickson, 2000;
Milliken & Martins, 1996; Thomas, 2005). However, diversity in groups has also been
associated with a number of challenges including increased miscommunication, difficulty
learning to work with each other, and even difficulty unifying the group to reach consensus
(Milliken & Martins, 1996; Thomas, 1995). Also, individual level dissimilarity has been
associated with turnover (Jackson, Brett, Sessa, Cooper, & Peyronnin, 1991) and decreased
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commitment (Riordan & Shore, 1997). Such findings prompt questions as to what mechanisms
explain these relationships.
One criticism of the current state of diversity research is that current theoretical
frameworks offer only broad generalizations for why differences in work groups engender such
outcomes (Joshi & Roh, 2009). For example, the social categorization perspective implies that
the formation of subgroups with similar others is responsible for the resultant impaired group
processes. Although empirical examinations of mechanisms underlying this relationship have
been relatively limited, research has considered the role of conflict (Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin,
1999), innovation (Miller & del Carmen Triana, 2009), and diversity climate perceptions
(McKay & Avery, 2006). Thus far, few examinations have considered affective explanations for
the relationship between diversity and performance. Specifically, how the presence of diversity
influences emotional labor, which, in turn, explains positive outcomes and negative outcomes.
The aim of this study is to address this gap in research.
Emotional labor is considered the enhancing, faking, or suppressing of felt emotions in
order to modify emotional expressions in alignment with organizational or work group display
rules (Glomb & Tews, 2004). There are several reasons why this construct, and underlying
process, may be usefully applied to the study of diversity. Importantly, emotional labor is
couched within a well-being framework that incorporates, and meaningfully accounts for, stress
related outcomes such as withdrawal behavior in addition to other potentially negative outcomes
such as job satisfaction. Additionally, as Grandey (2000) has argued, the distinctive components
of emotional labor- surface acting and deep acting- are not inherently “value laden” (p. 97).
Indeed, the dimensions of emotional labor- surface acting, deep acting, and genuinely felt
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displays- have consistently demonstrated relationships with positive and negative outcomes
(Chau, Dahling, Levy, & Diefendorff, 2009). Thus, these constructs allow a great deal of
flexibility in exploring the positive and negative outcomes that are characteristic of diversity
research.
The field of emotional labor has advanced to an understanding of how processes such as
stress, burnout, and emotional dissonance affect outcomes such as turnover intentions or
commitment that are regularly explored within the diversity literature, Such an understanding
would provide a vital, and heretofore, missing link in diversity research.
Finally, antecedents of emotional labor, both person characteristics (e.g., personality
traits or enduring emotional abilities) and event characteristics (e.g., customer mistreatment)
have been the topic of much research. For instance, a recent review of emotional labor advocated
for the expanded examination of antecedents of emotional labor and suggested that norms
characterizing different social groups may be incongruent with job requirements prompting the
need to emotionally regulate (Grandey & Gabriel, 2015).
Ashkanasy, Hartel, and Daus (2002) argue that diversity may operate as a contextual
variable that triggers emotional reactions. They suggest that it is likely that dealing with diversity
will prompt the exertion of emotional labor. In this vein, workgroup heterogeneity has
demonstrated significant associations with emotional labor, specifically collective surface acting
(Kim, Bhave, & Glomb, 2015). Utilizing only the group level of analysis in regards to diversity
and neglecting to explore any relevant outcomes, Kim and colleagues’ (2013) work underscores
the need to more thoroughly examine the relationships between diversity, emotional labor, and
indices of well-being.
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Utilizing a theoretically grounded framework of diversity and emotional labor would
allow one to understand how diversity, at multiple levels, affects emotional labor, which
subsequently influences outcomes at multiple levels. Importantly, such an understanding shapes
informed hypothesis testing. Ashkanasy’s (2003a) model of emotions in organizations offers a
clear framework in which to examine affective reactions to diversity. Further, Grandey's (2000)
model of emotional labor provides a widely recognized, well-specified framework from which to
disentangle and explain positive and negative outcomes associated with demographic diversity.
This study aims to explain how workgroup diversity affects individual- and group-level
outcomes by relating diversity to a modified version of Grandey’s (2000) framework of emotion
regulation. Furthermore, this framework is used to derive and test several hypotheses regarding
the effects of diversity on emotional labor and outcomes at the individual and workgroup level.
Specifically, four extensions of Grandey’s (2000) framework are proposed: That (1) surfacelevel diversity, operationalized at the individual-level, using relational demographic measures,
and at the group level, using workgroup demographic measures, can be examined as a situational
antecedent of emotional labor, (2) emotional labor may be a meaningful characteristic of the
group level, (3) traditional individual well-being outcomes of emotional labor should be
expanded in addition to incorporating workgroup well-being outcomes, and (4) knowledge of
how emotions operate at other levels within organizations (see: Ashkanasy, 2003a) can be
usefully applied to account for how context may further shape these relationships.
The subsequent sections review the diversity and emotions literature before discussion of
the proposed framework.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Diversity

Diversity is defined as “differences between individuals on any attribute that may lead to
the perception that another person is different from the self” (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, &
Homan, 2004, p. 1008). Social category diversity, specifically, refers to explicit differences
among group members in social category membership such as race, age, or ethnicity (Jehn,
Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). Such attributes representing surface-level diversity, are the subject
of a considerable amount of past research (Jehn et al., 1991; O’Reilly, Williams, & Barsade,
1997; Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992), and are the focus of this study. Within the diversity
literature, one tradition has focused on theory and research at the workgroup level while another
tradition (relational demography) considers individual similarity to the work group to account for
individual level outcomes. The proposed framework considers individual well-being outcomes in
addition to workgroup well-being outcomes. As such work within both traditions is reviewed.
Three perspectives characterize much of the theorizing used in diversity research:
information and decision-making, social categorization, and similarity-attraction. While the
information/decision-making perspective predicts positive outcomes of diverse group
composition due to information pooling, both the social categorization perspective and the
similarity-attraction paradigm suggest detrimental effects. Although these perspectives have
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largely developed in disparate streams of research, the effects can be understood to operate
simultaneously within diverse workgroups (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). To the extent that
diversity engenders elaboration of task-relevant information, it is likely that positive outcomes
such as creativity and innovation should result. However, social categorization processes also at
work may elicit intergroup bias with the potential to disrupt the elaboration necessary for
advantageous performance. Importantly, van Knippenberg and colleagues (2004) argue that any
single dimension of diversity may trigger either process.

Information and decision-making

The “business case” for diversity, or value in diversity perspective, would suggest that
many advantages stem from demographically diverse groups. Such understanding links diversity
to organizational bottom-lines and implies performance gains. The main contention of
information and decision-making theories is that diversity provides a greater pool of taskrelevant resources (Hentschel, Shemla, Wegge, & Kearney, 2013). In markets characterized by
increased competition and rapid change, such resources facilitate problem solving and enhance
creativity.
The extant literature does provide some support for this perspective. Watson, Kumar, and
Michaelson (1993) compared 36 culturally diverse or culturally homogenous undergraduate
work groups over the course of 17 weeks. The students, enrolled in a principles-of-management
course, completed four group tasks on which performance was assessed according to the range of
perspectives shown in evaluating the situation, the number of problems identified, the
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alternatives generated, and the quality of the recommended solution. Measures of group
processes were also obtained in surveys completed by each student. A number of interesting
results emerged. Homogeneous groups reported significantly more adaptive group processes than
culturally diverse groups. By the final task, however, the two groups reported equally effective
processes. The benefits of diverse group composition were not evidenced in performance scores
until the final task. Although homogeneous groups outperformed diverse groups on each of the
initial three tasks, on the final task, diverse groups scored significantly higher on the range of
perspectives considered, as well as the number of alternatives generated.
At the organizational level of analysis, O’Reilly and colleagues (1997) found a positive
relationship between racioethnic diversity and both creativity and implementation in groups
within their sample of organizations with strong reputations for their management of diversity.
Diversity has further been associated with higher quality and more creative ideas (McLeod &
Lobel, 1992).

Social categorization

Stemming from social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985), the social categorization
perspective highlights the role of impaired group processes in hindering group performance.
Motivated by a desire to maintain a high sense of self, individuals routinely classify themselves
and others into in-groups and out-groups using salient characteristics such as age or race. As
such, within teams that are demographically diverse, categorization is likely to occur. Research
has demonstrated that people favor in-group members over out-group members, trust in-group
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members more, and are more willing to cooperate with them (van Knippenberg & Schippers,
2007).
Supporting this perspective, the impact of diversity on group processes has been
demonstrated in the extant literature. Jehn and colleagues (1999) examined work groups in order
to evaluate the influence of value diversity, social category diversity, and informational diversity.
Operationalized as heterogeneity in sex and age, social category diversity was associated with
increased relationship conflict. Further implicating diversity’s influence on group processes,
Zenger and Lawrence (1989) found that increased age diversity was associated with problematic
technical communications. Work group racial diversity has also been associated with higher
levels of emotional conflict (Pelled et al., 1999).

Similarity-attraction

Many researchers agree that the link between diversity and performance is not a clear one
(Ely & Thomas, 2001). While diversity may potentially engender positive group-level outcomes,
its influence on group processes may ameliorate such effects. Proposing group level outcomes
through their effect on the group, the two perspectives reviewed do not account for the effects of
diverse group composition on the individuals within such contexts. Although its predictions are
analogous to those supposed by the social categorization perspective, the similarity/attraction
paradigm generally proposes that similarities among people lead to interpersonal liking and
attraction (Byrne, 1971). Research taking this individual-level perspective reflects relational
demography work. Shore and colleagues (2009) refer to similarity-attraction as an individual-
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level theoretical paradigm in which an individual’s perceived similarity to others in the group is
proposed to underpin disruptions in group processes. Importantly, similarity effects are also
proposed to operate on attraction, selection, and attrition processes (Jackson et al., 1991).
As is evident in the literature reviewed thus far, diversity research has encompassed a
number of outcomes. These may be understood to be performance related, process related (e.g.,
communication or social integration), or affectively oriented. Affective outcomes, collected at
the level of the individual, include constructs such as commitment, intent to stay, or satisfaction.
In accordance with the similarity-attraction perspective, increasing dissimilarity should be met
with attenuated affective outcomes. While the literature may produce mixed results regarding the
effects of diversity on performance or process-related outcomes, Milliken and Martins (1996)
argue that the literature is fairly consistent regarding affective outcomes.
In a particularly influential examination, Tsui and colleagues (1992) sampled work units
to explore how demographic diversity affected an individual’s attachment to their organization.
The researchers found that those more different from others in their work unit in racial or ethnic
background were less committed, less inclined to stay with their organization and more likely to
be absent. Importantly, they demonstrated such patterns for those in majority positions. Diversity
in terms of race has demonstrated similar effects in more recent examinations. Riordan and
Wayne (2007) found positive relationships between perceived race, group identification and
organizational commitment. The more similar members perceived themselves in relation to
others, the more strongly they identified with the group and the more committed they were.
Age diversity has also demonstrated consistent negative effects with affective outcomes.
Riordan and Shore (2007) found that increasing age similarity was negatively related to turnover
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intentions. In a more objective demonstration of the effect of being dissimilar in relation to age,
Jackson and colleagues (1991) demonstrated in a sample of top management teams that group
heterogeneity predicted turnover rates. At the individual level, dissimilarity to other group
members also predicted turnover (Jackson et al., 1991). Offering similar findings, O’Reilly,
Caldwell, and Barnett (1989) found that individuals most different from their work group in
terms of age were most likely to leave.
Although the perspectives reviewed offer broad generalizations as to why specific
outcomes manifest, the diversity literature lacks an understanding of the mechanism(s) that
elicits such outcomes. While the empirical literature paints a somewhat complex picture
regarding the connection between diversity and performance, the strong relationships between
increasing diversity and negative outcomes for both minority group members and majority group
members necessitates such an investigation.

Emotions in Organizations

Defined as a “discrete, innate, functional, biosocial action and expression system,
emotion is conceptualized as the product of cognitive and non-cognitive systems (Ashkanasy,
2003a). Perhaps most relevant to the current study of emotions in organizational research is the
multi-level model proposed by Ashkanasy (2003a) that accounts for emotions in organizations
from the most micro level of emotional experience to more macro views. This model suggests
five levels of analysis within the organization in which emotions may manifest. The first level
within this framework accounts for within-person variation in mood and emotion. At this level,
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affective events theory is used to explain how neuropsychological processes rendering affective
reactions largely beyond conscious control can result in affective states that influence behavior
and attitudes. The models second level accounts for between-person dispositional traits that
reflect individual differences in how people experience emotion. Level 3 comprises the
perception and communication of emotions in dyadic interactions. The models fourth level
extends to the group and team level of analysis and considers issues such as emotional exchange
in groups. Finally, the fifth level incorporates larger organizational context variables such as
climate and culture.
In summation, Ashkanasy’s (2003a) model offers a well integrated systems perspective
of how emotions operate at each level within an organization. Affective events drive employee
attitudes and behaviors (Level 1). Traits such as emotional intelligence and negative affectivity
manifest in competencies that may make employees more or less skilled in interpersonal
exchanges (Level 2). Appropriate emotional expression is a necessary component of successful
interactions with coworkers, clients, or customers (Level 3). Team performance is contingent
upon the perception and transmission of emotions (Level 4). Finally, organizational change
drivers shape the policies, climate, and culture that are interpreted at each of the lower levels
(Level 5).
Primarily concerned with interpersonal processes within teams, the most relevant domain
for the current work lies in the third level of the multi-level model. This interactional level
represents the central level of emotions in organizations linking the more micro levels 1 and 2
and the more macro levels 4 and 5 (Ashkanasy, 2003a). On the actor’s side, felt emotion
manifests in emotional behavior that is the product of situationally-determined factors and more
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automatic internally-driven factors. Facial expressions, for example, represent the behavioral
manifestation of internal feelings and situational constraints. On the perceiver side, facial
expressions in addition to other non-verbal cues represent indicators of felt or faked emotion.
Importantly, within this level is emotional labor. Capturing the management of emotion in the
service of one’s job, emotional labor accounts for both situational and internal processes
influencing emotional expression. The heavily researched construct also provides a wellarticulated framework to understand emotions at this level as well as the implications for
diversity research.

Emotional labor

First coined by Arie Hoschild in 1983, emotional labor was originally defined as “the
management of feeling to create a publicly observable facial and bodily display (Cote, 2005, p.
511). Emotional labor is contingent on the assumption that organizations have explicit and
implicit rules governing the display of emotion. Referred to as display rules within the emotional
labor literature, these expectations regarding the display of emotion influence behavior in service
contexts as well as other occupational domains. Generally, emotional labor may be considered an
emotion regulation process in which both feelings and expressions are regulated in the form of
enhancement, faking, or suppression for organizational goals (Grandey, 2000). Although the
strong expectation for emotional displays in service contexts have predicated a large volume of
this work being conducted within this domain, emotional labor is understood to operate between
employees in more traditional organizational environments. Indeed, Ashforth and Humphrey
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(1995) argue that emotion norms may develop for any organizational role that involves
interpersonal interactions. Currently, three distinct types of emotional labor- surface, acting, deep
acting, and naturally felt emotions- are recognized within the emotional labor literature.

Deep acting

Deep acting, considered an antecedent-focused emotion regulation strategy, is understood
to involve the manipulation of emotion components before the emotion has been experienced
(Cote, 2005; Grandey, 2000). Grandey (2000) discusses a number of antecedent-focused
strategies. Utilizing attentional deployment involves thinking about events that stimulate the
manifestation of necessary emotions. Cognitive change, on the other hand, involves re-appraising
the emotion-inducing situation in a way that lessens the emotional impact. Such strategies are
considered deep to the extent that internal processes are modified changing the public display of
emotion, are resulting in more genuine emotional display.
Although early understanding of deep acting suggested that the inherently effortful nature
of the strategy may engender potentially negative outcomes (Grandey, 2000; Hoschild, 1983),
empirical examinations of deep acting do not seem to conclusively support this notion. On the
contrary, a number of researchers agree that deep acting tends to yield a more positive set of
outcomes (Chau et al., 2009; Wang & Groth, 2014). Potential explanations of such effects
suggest that, by aligning inner processes with external display of emotion, one is mitigating the
potential harmful effects of dissonance. The literature corresponds with this line of thinking.
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Research within the services literature has demonstrated the utility of deep acting in
affecting positive customer outcomes. For example, Groth, Hennig-Thurau, and Walsh (2009)
utilized a sample of customer and service employee dyads to explore their theoretical model of
emotional labor and customer loyalty intentions. The analyses demonstrated a significant
correlation between employee deep acting and perceived customer orientation as well as a
marginally significant correlation between employee deep acting and perceived service quality.
Using co-workers within service contexts to derive peer ratings of service delivery, Grandey
(2003) demonstrated that deep acting leads to increased perceptions of warmth and friendliness.
Shifting towards individual well-being outcomes associated with emotional labor, Brotheridge
and Grandey (2002) demonstrated in that deep acting was significantly correlated with personal
accomplishment.

Surface acting

Surface acting is considered a response-focused emotion regulation strategy (Cote, 2005;
Grandey, 2000) in that an individual only manipulates the emotional expression of his/her
reaction to a situation. In this case, neither the situation nor the perception of the situation is
manipulated. Surface acting stems from an individual working to display more emotion than they
feel, suppressing their true feelings or showing more acceptable expressions. Surface acting is
considered faking to the extent that emotion regulation is concerned with modifying the
expression and not the internal feeling. Wang and Groth (2014) provide an intriguing discussion
of how the different types of surface acting may engender more or less positive outcomes. While
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the faking of positive emotions may inherently manifest in more advantageous outcomes, a
number of lines of research suggest the suppression of negative emotion may always be
associated with negative outcomes. In summarizing, the researchers suggest inhibiting negative
emotion is associated with physiological effort, physiological strain, and the experience of
negative affect with suppressing negative emotion is associated poorer interpersonal outcomes.
The extant literature largely supports the notion that surface acting engenders more
negative outcomes. This construct is consistently linked to a number of negative individual
outcomes such as decreased job satisfaction (Cheung & Tang, 2010) and burnout (Johnson &
Spector, 2007). Representing the intentional emotional labor strategies, both surface acting, and
deep acting are considered compensatory strategies that occur in response to difficult situations
or negative affective states (Diefendorff et al., 2005).

Natural display of emotion

Ashforth and Humphrey first posited in 1993 that employees can spontaneously
experience and display appropriate emotion. It was not until 2004 that Glomb and Tews were the
first to empirically demonstrate that genuine emotional displays represented a distinct form of
emotional labor. The existence of genuine emotional displays and the validity of the three-factor
conceptualization of emotional labor have been further demonstrated by Diefendorff and
colleagues (2005). Demonstrating initial evidence of the predictive validity of authentic displays
of emotion, Hennig-Thurau, Groth, Paul, and Gremler (2006) demonstrated that more authentic
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emotional displays engendered better customer reactions in the form of post-encounter customer
positive affect, customer satisfaction with the transaction, and future loyalty intentions.

Theoretical perspectives on emotional labor

One framework for understanding emotional labor applies emotion regulation theory in
an attempt to understand how emotional labor could simultaneously engender stress-related
outcomes and more desirable performance-related outcomes (Grandey, 2000). Broadly emotion
regulation theory considers the processes by which intentionally manage their emotional
experience and display of emotion. Extensions of emotion regulation theory suggest a process
model in which inputs are situational cues that prompt emotional display (Grandey, 2000; see
Gross 1998, 1988b for review). Specific mechanisms underlying the types of emotional labor
(e.g. surface acting and deep acting) correspond to whether the emotion regulation strategy is
employed concerned with regulating the factors that stimulate emotions (antecedent-focused
regulation) or simply modifying the observable display of emotion (response-focused
regulation).
An especially noteworthy component of this framework is the application of general
theories of emotion and stress to understanding outcomes such as burnout and job dissatisfaction.
Grandey (2000) suggests that the physiological states of arousal accompanied by emotional
experiences inherently trigger a fight-or-flight response. However, regulatory processes that
align emotional display with more socially appropriate behavior temper this tendency. In the
context of the inhibition or suppression of emotion characteristic of deep acting, long-term
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inhibition of emotion is proposed to take inevitable tolls on the body that may manifest in
“overworking the cardiovascular system and nervous systems and weakening the immune
system” (Grandey, 2000, pg. 100).
With this understanding Grandey links individual stress and well-being outcomes (e.g.,
burnout and job satisfaction) to emotional labor. Performance and withdrawal behaviors are also
implicated within this model as theoretically meaningful outcomes of emotional labor. The
extant literature provides support for this perspective of emotional labor as well as the more
specific relationships proposed.

CHAPTER 3
PROPOSED FRAMEWORK

In an attempt to synthesize the fields of diversity and emotion, Ashkanasy and colleagues
(2002) note that researching the role of emotions within organizations may yield insight into the
“seemingly ‘irrational’ decision-making that appears to underlie the resilience of diversity
divisions” (p. 44). Some work has begun to explore the intersection of diversity and emotion.
Kim and colleagues (2013) used mean objective similarity measures to explore relationships with
emotion regulation. Their analyses demonstrated that age diversity in workgroups significantly
related to individual-level emotion regulation. Further exploring interactive effects, the
researchers found that when workgroup racial diversity was low, racial minorities employees
were more likely to regulate emotions. Conversely, when workgroup diversity was high,
majority group members were more likely to regulate emotion. Exploring the effects of
perceived diversity on team functioning, Hentschel and colleagues (2013) demonstrated that
negative affective tone fully accounted for the relationship between perceived diversity and
relationship conflict.
Although investigations such as the preceding implicate the role of emotions in diverse
workgroups, there is no existing framework that theoretically frames such examinations. In the
same way that Grandey (2000) argued that an integrated theoretical model was necessary to
account for all possible effects of emotional labor, the same is necessary for diversity. Framing
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the study of diversity within such a framework also affords the benefit of the underlying stressrelated mechanisms that may be affecting negative individual level outcomes. The present work
proposes four basic extensions of Grandey’s (2000) model: (1) diversity may be operationalized
as a situational antecedent of emotional labor, (2) emotional labor may be a meaningful
characteristic of the group level, (3) traditional emotional labor outcomes may be extended to
explore relationships with workgroup well-being outcomes and individual well-being outcomes
from the diversity literature, and (4) context may be accounted for by considering the
environments in which the relevant groups are nested. The models are depicted in Figures one
and two.

Figure 1. Grandey’s framework.
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Diversity as a situational antecedent

Within Grandey’s (2000) framework of emotion regulation, a number of situational cues
are specified that trigger emotional labor. The extant literature supports the idea that diversity in
group composition may be considered a characteristic of the work environment that may trigger
an emotional reaction. In a particularly influential study, Mackie, Devos, and Smith (2000) used
intergroup emotion theory and appraisal theory to propose that when specific group memberships
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are part of the self, certain contexts lead to the display of negative emotions toward out-group
members. They go on to argue that such contexts are those in which the conflict in values
between groups is salient. Such contexts prompt strong in-group identification that then triggers
emotion on behalf of the in-group. Supporting these ideas, the researchers found that anger and
fear were emotions experienced in value conflicting contexts. Importantly, these emotions
influence behavioral intentions against the out-group.
An investigation of diversity in decision-making groups found that heterogeneous groups
were more likely to perceive more unique information amongst themselves and spent
significantly more time discussing the task at hand (Phillips, Northcraft, & Neale, 2006). The
researchers suggest that the presence of surface-level diversity triggers the expectation that
informational differences are likely present. Importantly, this research serves to highlight the fact
that the presence of diversity across a variety of work groups and project teams may inherently
engender salient value conflict contexts.
In the proposed model, relational demography and workgroup demographic composition
are considered situational antecedents of emotional labor. Studies of relational demography and
workgroup demographic composition reflect two different research traditions within the
organizational diversity literature. Research that consider the effects of an individual’s similarity
to their workgroup in relation to individual level outcomes represents research within the
relational demography domain. Workgroup demographic composition is associated with theory
at the group level and research considers how group composition affects group performance,
cohesion, social interaction and other affectively oriented variables. Importantly, the processes
that affect workgroup composition outcomes are likely different than those stemming from
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dissimilarity from the group. This is evident in the notion that greater dissimilarity from the
group does not necessarily imply greater workgroup diversity (van Knippenberg & Schippers,
2007). One female group member amongst males may have a high index of individual
dissimilarity while the group composition would reflect low demographic gender diversity. In
line with this reasoning, relational demography effects are proposed to operate under different
levels and mechanisms than workgroup diversity effects.
In the proposed model, relational demography is considered a characteristic of the
interpersonal level. Although objectively, relational demography is characteristic of the group,
some researchers suggest that relating such to the interpersonal or dyadic level may be
appropriate in arguing that self-categorization and similarity-attraction paradigms should operate
similarly for dyads as well as larger groups (Harrison Price, & Bell, 1998).
In line with theory on relational demography, one’s degree of dissimilarity is likely to
manifest in interpersonal interactions and is hypothesized to affect individual level outcomes.
Drawing from the example above, the female group member may demonstrate enduring
emotional patterns in her interactions with other group members as a function of that
dissimilarity that may not be characteristic of the groups overall affective tone. As such,
similarity may have direct effects on the individual’s report of emotional labor in interpersonal
situations as well as indirect effects on well-being outcomes.
While the degree of similarity attempts to explain the effect of diversity on the individual
in interpersonal interactions, workgroup demographic composition accounts for effects on the
entire group. At the group level of the proposed model, diversity as a situational antecedent is
operationalized as the workgroup’s demographic composition. At this level, the composition of
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the workgroup is understood to influence group-level outcomes that are independent of any
individual-level effects. Importantly, these outcomes are understood to operate under different
processes than those at level one. Continuing the above example, the sole female group
members’ emotion regulation may be relatively high in interpersonal and dyadic interactions
although the affective tone of the rather homogeneous group may be characteristic of very little
emotion regulation.

Aggregated emotional labor

Emotional labor as a shared emotion regulation response characteristic of the workgroup
has only recently received attention in the extant literature (Becker & Cropanzano, 2011).
Researchers do tend to agree that workgroups can exhibit an affective “tone” that arises from
individual-level affective factors (Kelly & Barsade, 2001; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007).
Recently, amidst calls for the exploration of emotional labor at the group level (Kim et al., 2013),
some researchers have demonstrated that display rules can be represented as shared unit-level
beliefs (Diefendorff, Erickson, Grandey, & Dahling, 2011). Exerting important influence on
workgroup members’ goal-directed behavior and performance (Cole, Walter, & Bruch, 2008),
evidence that display rules represent a collective understanding amongst group members of
emotion expectations makes a strong case for emotional labor as enduring emotion regulation
characteristic of the group.
Although emotional labor hashas not been explored as a group-level construct, one study
has explored the role of group-level affect in the relationship between diversity and team
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functioning. Hentschel and colleagues (2013) explored how group affective tone mediated the
relationship between perceived diversity, operationalized at the group level, and team
identification and relationship conflict. Group affective tone was operationalized as the extent to
which either positive emotions or negative emotions were dominant within a specific team.
Considering emotions such as anger, anxiety, depression, frustration, and fatigue, results
demonstrated that a negative affective tone fully mediated the interactive effect of perceived
diversity and diversity beliefs on relationship conflict. Although the present theoretical
framework considers the role of affect, the concern is with affective regulation and not merely
the existence of specific, discrete emotions. In summation, the present theoretical framework
considers workgroup demographic composition to be a situational antecedent largely affecting
workgroup well-being through its effect on the group’s proposed aggregated emotion regulation.
Importantly, because the components of emotional labor are not inherently tied to either negative
or positive outcomes, aggregated emotional labor may explain both types of outcomes.

Extended outcomes

Although Grandey (2000) accounts for the implications of emotional labor on individual
well-being and organizational well-being in her emotion regulation framework, the impact on
group well-being is not considered. With the understanding that groups likely develop enduring
emotion regulation patterns, group-level outcomes previously explored in the diversity literature
may now be meaningfully included in the proposed framework as indices of the group’s wellbeing. At the group level, workgroup demographic diversity may affective reactions, evidenced
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in constructs such as cohesion. O’Reilly and colleagues (1989) demonstrated that heterogeneity
was associated with lower levels of social integration. Group demographic diversity has also
been associated with a number of team process-related outcomes (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt,
2003) including interpersonal or intragroup conflict (Jehn et al., 1999), cooperation and
communication (Barsade, Ward, Turner, & Sonnenfeld, 2000). Some research suggests that the
effects of diversity produce independent effects on team processes and affective reactions and
performance. As such, the proposed framework includes work-group wellbeing as an index of
the groups standing on process as well as performance-related variables.
While burnout represents an individual-level outcome Grandey (2000) originally
hypothesized to be relevant to emotional labor, demographic dissimilarity has not been explored
in relation to stress outcomes. Dissimilarity has been reliably linked with turnover in the
diversity literature (Jackson et al., 1991; O’Reilly et al., 1989; Tsui et al., 1992). However,
considering the predictive power of burnout on turnover (Leiter & Maslach, 2009), it is
surprising that the burnout and other stress-related outcomes have not been explored in
conjunction with demographic dissimilarity. Research on relational demography has examined
several outcomes that may now be meaningfully associated with emotional labor within the
current framework. Research has demonstrated that workgroup heterogeneity is associated with
decreased commitment (Riordan & Shore, 1997). Within the proposed framework, an
individual’s emotional labor may be an explanatory mechanism for this relationship.
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The role of context

Although Grandey’s model considers the direct effects of dispositional and organizational
factors, the proposed model considers how these levels of analysis may contribute to an
understanding of relationships at the interpersonal and group levels. As such, the proposed
framework is primarily concerned with the moderating effects variables at level 2 and level 5 of
Ashkanasy’s (2003a) framework such as emotional intelligence or social interaction may
demonstrate.
One of the strengths of Ashkanasy’s (2003a) framework of emotions in organizations is
that it meaningfully accounts for how emotions operating at different levels within the
organization may interact with and influence each other. Considering the interpersonal level’s
central position within the model, the other levels may be usefully applied to understanding how
the relationship between diversity, emotional labor, and a variety of outcomes are influenced by
contextual factors at more macro levels.
Defined as “the situational setting in which workplace phenomena occur” (Joshi & Roh,
2009, p. 601), context is considered a necessary component of understanding the complexity of
diversity in organizations and is advocated as a necessary element of any investigation of
workgroup diversity (Jackson et al., 2003; Joshi & Roh, 2009). Within the proposed framework,
the systems level factors represent contextual factors related to the organization and team.
Context may include factors related to an organizations competitive strategy, leadership, the
climate and culture as well as characteristics of the group’s task. Supporting the necessity of
contextual considerations, Ely and Thomas (2001) demonstrated that organizational climates
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emphasizing “integration-and-learning” perspectives strengthened the relationship between
diversity and workgroup dynamics and performance. Representing another popular avenue of
contextual research, task interdependence has yielded inconclusive results within the literature.
The construct has been demonstrated to both strengthen (Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003) and
attenuate (Joshi & Roh, 2009) the effects of diversity on performance suggesting more
complexity may be inherent in such relationships.
The proposed framework considers the role of a variety of contextual factors including
task interdependence, climate, display rules, leadership, and social interaction in suggesting that
the relationship between diversity and emotional labor is likely contingent on the relatively
presence or absence of such. Although not contextual, the extent to which enduring personality
traits may impact the relationships is also accounted for in the proposed framework. Grandey’s
(2000) proposition that dispositional traits may directly impact emotion regulation has been
supported in the literature (Dieffendorff et al., 2005). As such, dispositional traits represent
situations in which diversity may be more or less likely to affect individual emotional labor.
Dieffendorff et al. (2005) demonstrated that agreeableness, understood as impacting the one’s
willingness to regulate emotions, was a significant predictor of surface acting and deep acting.
This suggests, for example, that high dispositional agreeableness may have an additive effect on
emotional labor, strengthening the positive relationship between diversity and emotion
regulation.
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Current Study, Hypotheses, & Research Questions

In an initial test of the proposed framework, a multilevel approach will be taken to
empirically examine some of the key relationships articulated in the framework above. Although
not an exhaustive examination of the many constructs encompassed within the theoretical
framework, by considering positive and negative effects at the individual as well as group level
the current work attempts to holistically consider how diversity affects the experiences and
reactions of individuals within units. Figures three and four illustrate the relationships explored
in the present study. Advocated by Harrison and Klein (2007), such an approach allows for a
more in-depth and comprehensive multilevel analysis of diversity. The overarching goal of the
current study is to explore how emotional labor explains well-being outcomes of diversity at the
individual and group levels.
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Relational demography research utilizing the similarity-attraction paradigm has
demonstrated that increasing dissimilarity is associated with outcomes such as decreased
commitment (Tsui et al., 1992; Riordan & Wayne, 2007). The current work proposes a
replication of this effect within student project teams.
H1a: Demographic dissimilarity in racioethnicity and age will be negatively
related to individual commitment to the team.
Emotional exhaustion has not been explored in relation to diversity. Demonstrating
strong, positive relationships with outcomes such as turnover (Wright & Cropanzano, 1998),
emotional exhaustion represents a construct it is important to examine within the diversity
literature. Because of its negative relationship with other affectively oriented outcomes, there is
reason to believe that diversity may be similarly related to emotional exhaustion.
H1b: Demographic dissimilarity in racioethnicity and age will be positively
related to emotional exhaustion.
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Research on diversity at the group level of analysis uses the social categorization
perspective and information-processing perspective to account for both the positive and negative
effects of diversity. This logic is extended to hypothesize replications of these effects within
student project teams.
H2a: Workgroup heterogeneity will be positively related to intragroup
conflict.
H2b: Workgroup heterogeneity will be positively related to workgroup
creativity.
Research suggests that interactions with dissimilar others triggers feelings of uncertainty
stemming from the fact that people generally have less experience interaction with dissimilar
others (Phillips & Lount, 2007). Kim and colleagues (2014) draw on communication
accommodation theory to suggest increased regulation is likely to occur in intergroup
interactions. Importantly, the combination of processes outlined within the social categorization
perspective as well as those associated with communication accommodation theory would
suggest that both in-group and out-group members in intergroup communications are likely to
exhibit increased emotion regulation. This logic is used to propose hypotheses at the individual
and group level.
H3: Demographic dissimilarity in racioethnicity and age will be positively
related to surface acting and deep acting.
H4: Workgroup heterogeneity will be positively related to aggregated surface
acting and aggregated deep acting.
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Emotion regulation is proposed to serve as the basis for the relationship between diversity
and outcomes at the individual and group levels. Although they are not inherently positive or
negative, surface acting and deep acting demonstrate consistent relationships with positive and
negative outcomes in the extant literature. Surface acting in particular has been linked to
emotional exhaustion and other indices of decreased well-being (Bono & Vey, 2007; Judge,
Woolf, & Hurst, 2009). Thus, surface acting should mediate the positive relationship between
dissimilarity and emotional exhaustion, the negative relationship between dissimilarity and
commitment, as well as the positive, group-level relationship between heterogeneity and
intragroup conflict.
H5: Surface acting will mediate the positive relationship between
demographic dissimilarity in race and age and emotional exhaustion.
H6: Surface acting will mediate the negative relationship between demographic
dissimilarity in race and age and individual commitment to the project team.
H7: Aggregated surface acting will mediate the positive relationship between
workgroup heterogeneity and intragroup conflict.
Deep acting has been associated with outcomes on the part of the actor as well as the
perceiver. Specifically deep acting tends to affect more beneficial well-being outcomes.
Research has demonstrated that while deep acting is unrelated to burnout, it does show a positive
relationship with job satisfaction (Grandey & Gabriel, 2015; Judge et al., 2009). Importantly,
deep acting has proven useful in interpersonal contexts. Groth and colleagues (2009)
demonstrated that customers respond better to deep acting. Additional research has corroborated
that deep acting is met with increased interpersonal perceptions (Grandey, 2003). As such, deep
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acting likely underlies the positive relationship between heterogeneity and creativity. Thus, deep
acting is likely to have some explanatory power in the relationships between diversity and more
advantageous well-being outcomes.
H8: The positive relationship between workgroup heterogeneity and
workgroup creativity ratings will be mediated by aggregated deep acting.
A secondary goal lies in exploring what might be occurring at the within-person level. As
such, a number of research questions are explored at the within-person level of analysis. It is
likely that the effects of diversity are subject to change within the context of time. Indeed,
several theoretical frameworks and models attempt to account for these effects. The extent to
which variability in perceived diversity over time is likely to influence these relationships is
explored with the following research questions:
RQ1: Is there significant variability in perceived diversity over time?
RQ2: How does change in perceived diversity predict emotional labor?
Variability in emotional labor is also likely to play some role in these relationships.
Emotional labor variability has been conceptualized as the fluctuation, over time, in individual
surface acting and deep acting (Scott, Barnes, & Wagner, 2012). Scott and colleagues (2012)
also demonstrated that more variability in emotion regulation over time is associated with more
detrimental well-being outcomes. This issue of variability is a particularly interesting one within
the context of diversity. For example, one would expect that surface acting would likely diminish
in diverse workgroups over time as a function of more genuine interactions emerging. Some
research would suggest that such is not the case. In Kim and colleagues (2014) examination of
workgroups, collective surface acting still characterized their sample of individuals who had
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been together for some time. How might the variability in emotional labor over time characterize
these workgroups? Within, the current examination, emotional labor variability is explored in
relation to diversity.
RQ3: Is there significant variability in emotional labor across student
workgroups over time?
RQ4: How might initial perceived diversity predict changes in emotional labor
variability?

CHAPTER 4
METHOD

Participants

Participants were undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in Management courses
at a Midwestern University. Students project teams were used to operationalize workgroup
heterogeneity. Thomas (2005) argues that such teams, completing tasks that are more
interdependent in nature, are more amenable to such examinations. A total of 50 student project
teams across three courses (Change Management, Organizational Behavior, and Strategic
Management) and seven classes were recruited. Although students enrolled in all of these
courses are required to complete projects within student teams, the classes differed on whether
they completed several projects (Organizational Behavior) versus one long one (Change
Management, Strategic Management), whether the students were competing against each other
(Strategic Management) or not (Change Management, Organizational Behavior), and whether
they were undergraduate (two Strategic Management class and one Organizational Behavior
class) or graduate classes. The students across all project teams were assigned to their project
teams for most of the duration of the semester however. Importantly, two of these courses (24
teams) were working on the projects for the entire semester. As such different sampling methods,
detailed below, are used to capture this distinction.
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Procedure

Data collection in every course was time-lagged such that the independent variables,
mediating variables, and dependent variables were measured at different time points. Although
the specific period in which students were intensively working within their project teams varies
across the courses, surveys were administered such that the first assessment took place once
students had been in project teams for about two weeks, the second around the time that they
were working on projects, and the third just before the completion and submission of their
projects. Students in courses for which they completed team projects for the duration of the
semester were also administered surveys within this general framework. Additionally, because of
the extended time frame within which they are completing group projects, these samples were
utilized to collect repeated measures of emotional labor and perceived similarity. As such, one
sample of 34 project teams completed measures at three time points while the other sample of 20
project teams completed measures at four time points. Following the submission of projects,
course instructors provided creativity assessments for each project team.
A recruitment sheet was provided to each course instructor who distributed the sheets to
their students – some sent as e-mail attachments, some handed out hardcopies, and some
uploaded to their course’s Blackboard webpage as an extra credit opportunity (sample included
in Appendix A). In addition to providing a brief introduction and contact information of the
principal investigator, the information sheets stated the purpose of the study as an investigation
of team processes in which they would complete three (or four) separate surveys with questions
about how they interact with and relate to their teams.
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During data collection, each survey was open for five days: Monday – Friday. Prior to the
start of each collection period, course instructors were provided with a unique survey link that
they could distribute to their students. Some sent out e-mails with the link and others made the
link available on Blackboard. Additionally, emails were collected for follow-up surveys after
each survey. As such, participants who provided emails were also contacted from separate links
through which to complete the survey. At some point in the middle, and right before collection
ended, participation reminders were sent out.

Final Sample Descriptives

The six courses within these two sub-samples yielded a possible 237 students. Two
hundred and seventeen were at least partial respondents, completing at least one of the three
surveys administered in the cross-sectional group and the four surveys administered in the
repeated measures group and 108 completed all of the surveys (partial response rate = 92%; full
response rate = 46%). Within this sample the age of the participants ranged from 19 – 55 (M =
29, SD = 8), 66% of the respondents were white, and 58% were men. The full ethnic breakdown
of the sample is as follows: White respondents, 65.9%; Black respondents, 5.1%; Hispanic
respondents, 7.8%; Asian respondents, 15.2%; Multi-Racial respondents, 3.2%.
At the group level, of the possible fifty groups in the six courses surveyed, all team
members completed at least one survey in 33 of them. This corresponds with a complete group
response rate of 66%. Group sizes ranged from 2 – 6 members (M = 4.7, SD = 0.90). Group
descriptives are represented by sub-sample in Appendix B.
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Measures
Diversity

Individual level

At the individual level, hypotheses of demographic similarity are based on
conceptualizations of separation (Harrison & Klein, 2007). As such, following Harrison and
Klein’s (2007) recommendations, individual dissimilarity was operationalized with individual
Euclidean distance measures of race and age. Perceptual measures of dissimilarity were also
included and analyzed. Although no formal hypotheses were posed based on differences between
perceived diversity and objective diversity, some researchers believe perceptual measures are
more amenable to explorations of the effects of diversity on behavior (Riordan & Wayne).
Objective. Euclidean distances were calculated individually for age, race, and gender. For
the demographic variable age, higher values indicate more dissimilarity from the group. In this
sample, the Euclidean distances for age ranged from 0.57 to 24.75. For representative purposes,
in a four-person group of three 21-year-olds and one 22-year-old, each 21 year-old received an
ageED of 0.57. By contrast, in a six-person group comprised of a 25-, 27-, 30-, 32-, 40-, and 55year-old, the 55-year-old received an agedED of 24.75. For race, the index was calculated such
every participant is coded either a 1 (nonwhite) or 0 (white). Thus, the Euclidean distance for
race ranges from 0 to 1; higher values are indicative of more racial dissimilarity from the group.
For gender, participants were coded either 1 (female) or 0 (male).
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Perceived. Two types of perceptual measures captured an individual’s perceptions of the
extent to which they were similar to other group members on surface-level attributes (see
Riordan & Wayne, 2007) as well as the extent to which these differences were salient to team
members (see Hentschel et al., 2013). These measures and demographic questions are available
in Appendix C.
To assess the extent to which an individual perceives similarity to their workgroup with
respect to surface-level attributes, participants responded to separate statements for each
demographic characteristic of interest (Riordan & Wayne, 2007; Kirchmeyer, 1995): “In my
project team, my fellow team members are similar to me in terms of age/race.” Responses were
made on a five-point Likert scale of strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).
Three items were used to assess the extent to team members perceived salient differences
among team members (Hentschel et al., 2013, van Dick, van Knippenberg, Hagel, Guillaume, &
Brodbeck, 2008): “When I am supposed to describe my work team, I automatically think about
the differences among my colleagues.” Responses were made on a five-point Likert scale of
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). In the final sample, coefficient alpha, α, was 0.68 (M
= 3.2, SD = 0.76). Item-total correlations ranged from 0.42-.55. This alpha is lower than what
would be expected (at least .7) for an already validated measure (Hinkin, 1998), but the itemtotal correlations are good indicating internal reliability with some level of discrimination.
Reliability estimates for this scale increased across the three administrations in the repeated
measures sample. The mean response on this scale dropped to 3.1 for the final two assessments
although the variance increased up to 0.87.
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Group level

Workgroup diversity hypotheses were based on conceptualizations of separation and
variety (Harrison & Klein, 2007). Following the recommendations for use of the different types
of theorizing (Harrison & Klein, 2007), workgroup diversity was operationalized with mean
Euclidean distance measures of age and race (see Kim et al., 2013) and Blau indices,
respectively. Larger values on these measures reflect greater diversity in the workgroup.
Mean Euclidean distances. Mean Euclidean distances scores for age and race were
calculated using bias-corrected formulas (Biemann & Kearney, 2010) so that larger scores are
indicative of groups with more diversity. Distances for race ranged from 0 (complete
homogeneity) to 0.82 (demographically balanced; M = 0.54, SD = 0.32). Distances for age
ranged from 0.68 to 17.91 (M = 6.40, SD = 5.19). The project team with a MEDage of 0.68 was
comprised of three 21-year-olds and a 22-year-old, while the project team with a MEDage of
17.91 was comprised of four individuals aged 26, 51, 36, and 53.
Blau indices. Blau’s index values can range from zero to (K – 1)/K, where K is the
number of categories. For the five categories of race, RaceBlau indicative of maximum diversity
is 0.8. The RaceBlau ranged from 0 – 0.72 (M = 0.40, SD = 0.19). The continuous age variable
was transformed to four categories (19-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50-59). The four categories of age yield
a maximum AgeBlau index of 0.75. The AgeBlau ranged from 0 – 0.72 (M = 0.36, SD = 0.27).
These suggest a decent amount of variety (in terms of race and age) in the sample of 33 groups.
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Emotional labor

Emotional labor was assessed using ten items of Diefendorff et al.’s (2005) 14item measure that captured surface acting and deep acting. Participants responded on a five-point
Likert scale of strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Sample items include, “I put on an act
in order to deal with my fellow project team members in an appropriate way”, “I work at
developing the feelings inside of me that I need to show to team members,” and “The emotions I
show to other team members come naturally.” This measure is available in Appendix D.

Individual Level

Surface acting. This measure has a five-point response scale (α = .91, M = 2.4, SD =
.81). Although the scale response mean less than 3 is not desirable, lower scores may be
reasonably expected given the nature of the items and construct. Item-total correlations between
0.63 and 0.77 were acceptable. Reliability estimates for surface acting on the final two
administrations were 0.88 and 0.91, respectively. The mean response for surface acting increased
across the final two time points indicating slightly higher frequencies of surface acting within
project teams (up to 2.6), although the variance decreased to a low of 0.76.
Deep acting. This measure had a five-point response scale (α = 0.69, M = 2.9, SD = 0.79).
Item-total correlations ranged from 0.43-0.58. This subscale demonstrated sound psychometric
properties. Reliability estimates for deep acting decreased across the final two administrations to
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a low of 0.69. Mean responses to deep acting (and associated variances) remained virtually
equivalent across assessments.

Group Level

Aggregated surface acting. For the surface acting subscale, ICC(1) = 0.64, ICC(2) = 0.90,
and for the 185 respondents with valid responses about 90% of the sample had rwgj indices above
.74 or higher, Mrwgj = 0.83. These indices suggest aggregation of the surface acting scale is
justified.
Aggregated deep acting. For the deep acting subscale, ICC(1) = 0.07, ICC(2) = 0.26, and
just over 60% of the 181 respondents with valid responses had rwgj values above .70, Mrwgj =
0.34. The ICC(1) although relatively small gives some evidence of an effect of group
membership. However, the small ICC(2) value and variability in rwgj indices do suggest some
potential issues with group level aggregation of the deep acting subscale and caution in
interpretation of analyses using aggregated deep acting.

Dependent Variables

Individual Level

Commitment. Four items were used to assess individual commitment to their project
team (α = 0.84, M = 3.8, SD = 0.76). Item-total correlations were between 0.57-0.78. An
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example item included: “I talk up this project team to my friends as a great group to work in.”
Responses were made on a five-point Likert scale of strongly disagree to strongly agree (Jehn et
al., 1999). This scale demonstrated sound psychometric properties. This measure, and all other
outcome measures are available in Appendix E.

Emotional Exhaustion. Emotional exhaustion was assessed with the five-item subscale of
the Maslach Burnout Inventory (see Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach, & Jackson, 1996): “I feel
emotionally drained from working with my project team.” Responses were measured on
modified five-point scale strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Cronbach’s alpha equaled
0.85 (M = 2.3, SD = 0.87). Item-total correlations between 0.52 and 0.75 indicate sufficient
reliability.

Group Level

Intragroup conflict. Intragroup conflict was assessed using an eight-item questionnaire of
task conflict and relationship conflict (Jehn, 1994). Sample questions include, “How much
friction is present in your project team” and “How often do people in your project team disagree
about ideas regarding the task?” Responses were made on a five-point scale of none (1) to a lot
(5) that were aggregated to the group level of analysis. The task conflict subscale justified
group-level aggregation with ICC(1) of 0.52, ICC(2) of .84 and 85% of sample respondents with
rwgj .70 or higher, Mrwgj = 0.87. The relationship conflict subscale yielded agreement indices
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identical to task conflict, ICC(1) = 0.52, ICC(2) = 0.84, and 86% of sample with rwgj greater than
.70, Mrwgj = 0.85.
Creativity. Workgroup creativity was assessed with instructor ratings of each group using
five items adapted from multiple measures of employee creativity (see Tierney, Farmer & Graen,
1999; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Sample items include, “Demonstrated originality in their work”
and “Tried out new ideas and approaches to problems.” Responses were measured on a fivepoint scale of not at all characteristic (1) to very characteristic (5). For the creativity scale, α =
0.96, M = 3.37, and SD = 1. Although the cronbach’s alpha and descriptive statistics suggest high
reliability with variance in responses, item-total correlations were a little high (range: 0.84 –
0.93).

Data Analytic Strategy

Due to the time-lagged nature of collection and the attrition across administrations,
analyses were first conducted to determine the best strategy to handle any missing data (see
Appendix F). Additionally, before conducting any hypothesis-relevant analyses, the extent to
which the data met the assumptions for regression analysis was examined (see Appendix G).

Individual Level

At the individual level, each main effect analysis and mediation analysis was tested from
the perspective of objective dissimilarity indices (the race Euclidean distance and the age
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Euclidean distance) and perceptual indices (perceived race similarity, perceived age similarity,
and perceived diversity). This yielded a total of five separate tests for each specific hypothesis.
The results are organized as follows: objective Euclidean race, objective Euclidean age,
perceived race similarity, perceived age similarity, and perceived diversity. Perceptual measures
of diversity were collected at three time points. For these analyses, only time one measures were
used. In this vein, only the measures of emotional labor at time one were included for the study
analyses.

Main effect analyses

Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test hypotheses regarding the main effect of
individual dissimilarity on commitment, emotional exhaustion, and emotional labor (hypotheses
1a, 1b, and 3, respectively). Across these analyses, controls included demographic variables (age,
race, sex), perceived perspectives similarity, team membership, sample, and class. Some of these
had a priori relationships with the dependent variables, such as team. Others were included
based on empirically demonstrated relationships with analysis-relevant variables – perceived
perspectives similarity. Due to sampling, preliminary analyses were done to establish the
equivalence of groups (detailed in Appendix H). As such controls such as class or sample are
included when necessary. For hypotheses involving emotional labor, deep acting and surface
acting are analyzed separately.
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Mediation analyses

Bootstrapping procedures in Preacher and Hayes (2004) PROCESS model 4 were used to
test individual-level mediation hypotheses 5 and 6. Any relevant control identified previously
was entered in these analyses. These hypotheses were tested similar to main effect analyses such
that five separate analyses were conducted for each one.

Group Level

At the group level, each main effect hypothesis or mediation hypothesis was tested using
either Blau indices or Euclidean indices, depending on the specific hypothesis. In this regard,
each specific hypothesis (no matter the specific index used) was tested from the perspective of
group racial heterogeneity, group age heterogeneity, or group heterogeneity (a composite
measure of the groups age, race, and gender heterogeneity index). Each hypothesis was tested
with three different analyses. The results are organized as follows: group racial heterogeneity,
group age heterogeneity, and group heterogeneity. Across the analyses, group size, class, or
sample were entered on control depending on theoretical or empirical associations with analysisrelevant variables.

Main effect analyses
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test hypotheses regarding the main effect of
workgroup heterogeneity on intragroup conflict, workgroup creativity, and aggregated emotional
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labor (hypotheses 2a, 2b and 4, respectively). Across the analyses, group size, class, or sample
were entered on control depending on theoretical or empirical associations with analysis-relevant
variables. Similar to emotional labor, analyses involving intragroup conflict, relationship conflict
and task conflict are analyzed separately.

Mediation analyses

Bootstrapping procedures in Preacher and Hayes (2004) PROCESS model 4 were used to
test individual-level mediation hypotheses 7 and 8. Any relevant control identified previously
was entered in these analyses. These hypotheses were tested similar to main effect analyses such
that three separate analyses were conducted for each one.

CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

Main Effect Analyses

Although abbreviated analyses are presented here, see Appendix I for detailed
hierarchical regression tables. Table one presents the individual level correlations. Here note that
the correlations between the objective dissimilarity constructs and perceived similarity constructs
for age and race are significant and in the expected direction. Interestingly, perceived diversity
does not correlate with any of the perceived measures of similarity or with objective measures of
dissimilarity. However, perceived diversity does correlate with perceived perspectives similarity,
which provides some insight as to what the perceptual measure of diversity was tapping for study
respondents.
Table two presents a mean comparison on the study dependent variables by race (white
and non-white). Although participants did not differ in their self-reported emotional labor, there
were significant differences in commitment and emotional exhaustion. It seems that white
participants were significantly more emotionally exhausted and significantly less committed than
their non-white counterparts. Note that the vastly different group sizes preclude in-depth
interpretation of these differences.
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Table 1. Individual Level Means Standard Deviation, and Intercorrelations

Table 2. Dependent Variable Comparison for Race
Dependent Variable
White Non-White T-Test
Surface Acting
2.42
2.41
0.06
Deep Acting
2.94
2.95
-0.11
Emotional Exhaustion
2.89
2.53
-2.67*
Commitment
3.69
4.01
2.58*
N
131
54
--
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Hypothesis 1a

Demographic dissimilarity in racioethnicity and age will be negatively related to individual
commitment to the team.

Objective

Euclidean race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported
group commitment, after controlling for race and perceived perspectives similarity, which are
theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Race and perceived perspectives
similarity were entered into the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model.
Results indicated this, first, model explained 9.3% of the variance in group commitment, F(2,
162) = 8.28, p < .001. With the addition of objective racioethnic dissimilarity, the model remains
significant, F(3,161) = 5.66, p = .001. However, the 0.003 increase in variance explained in
group commitment is not significant, p = .49. After controlling for race and perceived
perspectives similarity, objective racial dissimilarity was not significantly related to commitment
β = 0.06, t(161)=0.69, sr2 = 0.003, p = .49.
Analyses were re-run on only participants for which demographic information was
provided for all group members – referred to as the complete groups sample. Although, the
addition of objective racioethnic dissimilarity remained nonsignificant, this predictor was now
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negatively, though still not significantly, related to group commitment, β = -0.09, t(117)= -0.95,
sr2 = 0.01, p = .34. From this perspective, hypothesis 1a is not supported.
Euclidean age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-reported
group commitment, after controlling for race, and perceived perspectives similarity, which are
theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Race and perceived perspectives
similarity were entered into the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model.
Results indicated this, first, model explained 9.3% of the variance in group commitment, F(2,
162) = 8.28, p < .001. With the addition of objective age dissimilarity, the model remains
significant, F(3,161) = 6.64, p < .001. For the final model, the value of R2 increases from 0.093
to 0.110. This 0.017 increase in variance explained in group commitment is trending, p = .08.
After controlling for race and perceived perspectives similarity, objective age dissimilarity
demonstrated a positive and trending relationship with group commitment, β = 0.13, t(161)=
1.77, sr2 = 0.02, p = .08.
In the complete groups sample, individual dissimilarity in age remained positively related
to group commitment, β = 0.04, t(117)= 0.41, sr2 = 0.001, p = .68. From this perspective
hypothesis 1a is not supported. In this sample, objective calculations of racial dissimilarity and
age dissimilarity are not significantly related to group commitment.
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Perceived

Perceived similarity race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-report group
commitment, after controlling for race and perceived perspectives similarity which are
theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Race and perceived perspectives
similarity were entered into the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model.
Results indicated that this model explained 9.3% of the variance in group commitment, F(2,162)
= 8.28, p < .001. With the addition of perceived race similarity, the nonsignificant increase in R2
is 0.008. After controlling for race and perceived perspectives similarity, perceived race
similarity not significantly related to group commitment, β = 0.10, t(161)= 1.71, sr2 = 0.01, p =
.24. Results were analogous when re-run on sample of participants from complete work groups
only. From this perspective, hypothesis 1a is not supported.
Perceived similarity age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-report group
commitment, after controlling for the demographic variable race and perceived perspectives
similarity which are theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Race and
perceived perspectives similarity were entered into the analysis in the first step of the specified
regression model. Results indicated that this model explained 8.2% of the variance in group
commitment, F(2,162) = 8.28, p < .001. The addition of perceived age similarity yielded a 0.005
increase in variance explained in group commitment, pr2change = .36. After controlling for race
and perceived perspectives similarity, perceived age similarity was not significantly related to
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group commitment, β = -0.07, t(161)= -.93, sr2 = 0.004, p = .36. Results remained the same
when analyses conducted on the complete groups sample. Perceived age similarity remained
negatively related to group commitment and the relationship was still not significant, β = -0.03,
t(117)= -0.34, sr2 = 0.001, p = .74. From this perspective, hypothesis 1a is not supported.
Perceived diversity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if perceived
diversity in relation to one’s team significantly predicted self-report group commitment, after
controlling for race and perceived perspectives similarity. The control variables were entered
into the analysis in the first step of the regression model. Results indicated that this model
explained 9.3% of the variance in group commitment, F(2,62) = 8.28, p < .001. The addition of
perceived diversity yielded nonsignificant change in variance explained in group commitment.
Although the model remained significant, F(3,161) = 5.67, p = .001, perceived diversity did not
significantly predict group commitment, β = -0.05, t(161)= -0.71, sr2 = 0.003, p = .48. Results
remained the same in the complete groups sample and perceived diversity remained negatively,
though not significantly related to group commitment, β = -0.09, t(117)= -1.01, sr2 = 0.01, p =
.32. From this perspective, hypothesis 1a is not supported.
Overall, hypothesis 1a was not supported. None of the analyses, from the perspective of
objective or perceived dissimilarity support the analysis in the hypothesized direction. Although,
in this sample, the relationship between objective age dissimilarity and commitment to the team
is positive, and trending.
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Hypothesis 1b

Demographic dissimilarity in racioethnicity and age will be positively related to emotional
exhaustion.

Objective

Euclidean race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported
emotional exhaustion, after controlling for the demographic variables age and race, perceived
race similarity, team, sample, and class which are all theoretically and empirically related to the
dependent variable. Age, race, perceived race similarity, team, sample, and class were entered
into the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model. Results indicated this, first,
model explained 18.4% of the variance in emotional exhaustion, F(6, 161) = 6.07, p < .001. The
addition of objective racial dissimilarity in step two yielded a negligible .001 increase in variance
explained. After controlling for age, race, perceived race similarity, team, sample, and class,
objective race dissimilarity was not significantly related to emotional exhaustion, β = 0.05,
t(160)= 0.48, sr2 = .001, p = .64. Results were similar in the sample of complete groups. From
this perspective, hypothesis 1b was not supported.
Euclidean age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-reported
emotional exhaustion, after controlling for the demographic variables age and race, team,
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sample, class, and perceived race similarity, which are all theoretically and empirically related to
the dependent variable. Age, race, perceived race similarity, team, sample, and class were
entered into the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model. The first model
explained 18.4% of the variance in emotional exhaustion, F(6,161) = 6.07, p < .001. Objective
age dissimilarity was added in the second step and explained .1% more variance in emotional
exhaustion, pR2change = 0.64, F(7,160) = 5.21, p < .001. Individually, objective age dissimilarity
was negatively, though nonsignificantly, related to emotional exhaustion, β = -0.05, t(160)= 0.47, sr2 = 0.001, p = .64.
When analyses were run in the sample of complete groups, objective age dissimilarity
was still negatively, nonsignificantly related to emotional exhaustion, β = -0.04, t(120)= -0.35,
sr2 = 0.001, p = .73. Hypothesis 1b was not supported from the perspective of objective age
dissimilarity.

Perceived

Perceived similarity race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported emotional
exhaustion, after controlling for the demographic variables age and race, objective dissimilarity,
class, sample, and team, which are all theoretically and empirically related to the dependent
variable. Age, race, objective dissimilarity, class, sample, and team were entered into the
analysis in the first step of the specified regression model. Results indicated that this model
explained 16.5% of the variance in group commitment, F(6,161) = 5.3, p < .001. The addition of
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perceived race similarity in the second model yields an additional 2.2% more variance explained,
pR2change = 0.04, F(7,160) = 5.26, p < .001. After controlling for age, race, objective dissimilarity,
team, sample, and class, perceived race similarity significantly, positively predicted emotional
exhaustion, β = 0.17, t(160)= 2.08, sr2 = 0.02, p = 0.04.
Analyses in the complete groups sample were much the same. The first model, explained
a significant amount of variance in emotional exhaustion, R2 = 0.13, F(6,121) = 3.12, p = 0.007.
The addition of perceived race similarity in the second model yielded a marginally significant
15.8% change in variance explained in the dependent variable, pR2change = 0.065, F(7,120) = 3.22,
p = .004. Similar to the sample of all 217 participants, perceived similarity to one’s team in terms
of race was positively related to emotional exhaustion after controlling for age, race, objective
dissimilarity, sample, class, and team, β = 0.18, t(120)= 1.86, sr2 = 0.02, p = 0.065. Although
significant, the relationship is in the opposite direction of the hypothesis. From this perspective,
hypothesis 1b is not supported.
Perceived similarity age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-report emotional
exhaustion, after controlling for age, race, objective dissimilarity, class, sample and team, which
are all theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. The controls were entered
into the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model. Results indicated that this
model explained 16.5% of the variance in group commitment, F(6,161) = 5.3, p < .001. The
addition of perceived age similarity yielded no change in variance explained in emotional
exhaustion. After controlling for age, race, objective dissimilarity, class, sample and team,
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perceived age similarity was not significantly related to emotional exhaustion, β = -0.01, t(160)=
-0.11, sr2 = 0, p = .91. Results were analogous in the sample of complete groups.
Perceived diversity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if perceived
diversity in relation to one’s team significantly predicted self-report emotional exhaustion, after
controlling for the demographic variables age and race, objective dissimilarity, class, sample, and
team, which are all theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Age, race,
objective dissimilarity, sample, class, and team were entered into the analysis in the first step of
the specified regression model. Results indicated that this model explained 16.5% of the variance
in group commitment, F(6,158) = 5.2, p < .001. Perceived diversity was entered in the second
step of the regression equation and explained a significant 3.1% more variance in emotional
exhaustion, pR2change = 0.02, F(7,157) = 5.46, p < .001. Perceived diversity did significantly,
positively predict emotional exhaustion, β = 0.18, t(157)= 2.45, sr2 = 0.03, p = .02. In the
complete groups sample, results remained consistent, β = 0.18, t(113)= 2.03, sr2 = 0.03, p = .04.
From this perspective, hypothesis 1b receives some support.
This group of analyses demonstrates some support for the effect of individual
dissimilarity on emotional exhaustion. In samples of student project teams, perceived diversity
was positively and significantly related to emotional exhaustion. There was no support received
from objective indices of diversity.
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Table 3. Group Level Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations

Note. The significant and positive correlations amongst the Euclidean distance and Blau index
individual level measure provide an indication that they are tapping converging, yet distinct
aspects of group heterogeneity.

Hypothesis 2a

Workgroup heterogeneity will be positively related to intragroup conflict.

Task Conflict

Heterogeneity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if the composite
workgroup heterogeneity significantly predicted aggregate group task conflict after controlling
for group size which is theoretically related to the dependent variable. Group size was entered in
the first step of the hierarchical equation. Results indicated that this model explained .5% of the
variance in group task conflict, F(1,46) = .23, p = .63. The addition of workgroup heterogeneity
in the second step of the equation resulted in no additional variance explained. Heterogeneity
was not significantly related to group task conflict after controlling for group size, β = -0.02,

58
t(45)= -0.13, sr2 = 0, p = .90. Results were comparable in the sample of complete groups only
and workgroup heterogeneity remained nonsignificantly related to group task conflict, β = 0.11,
t(30)= 0.56, sr2 = 0.01, p = .58. From this perspective, hypothesis 2a is not supported.
Race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup racioethnic
diversity significantly predicted aggregate group task conflict after controlling for group size
which is theoretically related to the dependent variable. Group size was entered in the first step
of the hierarchical equation. Results indicated that this model explained .5% of the variance in
group task conflict, F(1,46) = .23, p = .63. The addition of workgroup heterogeneity in the
second step of the equation resulted in no additional variance explained. Workgroup racioethnic
diversity was not significantly related to group task conflict after controlling for group size, β =
0.02, t(45)= 0.11, sr2 = 0, p = .91. In the complete groups sample, the models remained
insignificant and workgroup racioethnic diversity remained positively, though also
nonsignificantly, related to group task conflict, β = 0.11, t(30)= 0.6, sr2 = 0.01, p = .55. From
this perspective, hypothesis 2a is not supported.
Age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup age diversity
significantly predicted aggregate group task conflict after controlling for group size which is
theoretically related to the dependent variable. Group size was entered in the first step of the
hierarchical equation. Results indicated that this model explained .5% of the variance in group
task conflict, F(1,46) = .23, p = .63. The model remained insignificant with the addition of
workgroup age diversity in the second step, F(2,45) = .48, p = .63. After controlling for group
size, workgroup age diversity was not significantly related to group task conflict, β = -0.13,
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t(45)= -0.85, sr2 = 0.02, p = .40. Results were analogous in the sample of complete groups. From
this perspective hypothesis 2a is not supported.

Relationship Conflict

Heterogeneity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if the composite
workgroup heterogeneity significantly predicted aggregate group relationship conflict after
controlling for group size. Group size was entered in the first step of the hierarchical equation.
Results indicated that this model explained .2% of the variance in group relationship conflict,
F(1,46) = .07, p = .79. Workgroup heterogeneity explained an additional 1.9% of the variance in
group relationship conflict although the model remained insignificant, F(2,45) = .48, p = .62.
Workgroup heterogeneity was not significantly related to group relationship conflict after
controlling for group size, β = -0.14, t(45)= -0.94, sr2 = 0.02, p = .35. Although both models
were nonsignificant in the sample of complete groups, workgroup heterogeneity was positively
related to group relationship conflict, β = 0.04, t(30)= 0.22, sr2 = 0.002, p = .83. Although the
results in these two samples were not analogous, neither support hypothesis 2a.
Race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup racial
diversity significantly predicted aggregate group relationship conflict after controlling for group
size. Both models were nonsignificant. After controlling for group size, workgroup racial
diversity was not significantly related to group relationship conflict, β = -0.07, t(45)= -0.50, sr2 =
0.01, p = .62. Again, in the sample of complete groups only, the models remained nonsignificant
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although the group’s racial diversity was positively related to group relationship conflict, β =
0.14, t(30)= 0.79, sr2 = 0.02, p = .44. From this perspective, hypothesis 2a is not supported.
Age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup age diversity
significantly predicted aggregate group relationship conflict after controlling for group size. The
first model, including group size, explained .2% of the variance in group relationship conflict,
F(1,46) = 0.07, p = .79. Group age diversity explains an additional 8.4% of the variance in group
relationship conflict, pR2change = 0.048, although the model remains nonsignificant, F(2,45) =
2.11, p = .13. After controlling for group size, the group’s age diversity is negatively related to
their aggregate self-report relationship conflict, β = -0.29, t(45)= -2.04, sr2 = 0.08, p = .048. In
the complete groups sample, workgroup age diversity remains negatively related to group
relationship conflict, β = -0.2, t(30)= -1.12, sr2 = 0.04, p = .27. The models are also not
significant. From this perspective, hypothesis 2a is also not supported.
In this sample, an effect of workgroup diversity on intragroup conflict (analyzed
separately by relationship conflict and task conflict) was not demonstrated from any of the three
perspectives.

Hypothesis 2b

Workgroup heterogeneity will be positively related to workgroup creativity.

Heterogeneity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup
heterogeneity predicted instructor-rated group creativity after controlling for class and sample,

61
which are theoretically or empirically related to the dependent variable. The first model
explained 22.6% of the variance in group creativity, F(2,47) = 6.84, p = .002. Although the
second model, with the addition of group heterogeneity, was significant, the additional .1%
variance explained was not significant, pR2change = .86, F(3,46) = 4.48, p = .008. Workgroup
heterogeneity was nonsignificantly related to course creativity, after controlling for class and
sample. In the complete groups sample, workgroup heterogeneity was also nonsignificantly
related to course creativity, β = .19, t(29) = 1.02, sr2 = 0.03, p = .32. From this perspective,
hypothesis 2b is not supported.
Race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup racial
diversity predicted instructor-rated group creativity after controlling for class and sample, which
are empirically related to the dependent variable. The first model explained 22.6% of the
variance in group creativity, F(2,47) = 6.84, p = .002. The addition of workgroup race diversity
yielded no change in the variance explained in group creativity. In the sample of all groups,
workgroup racial diversity was nonsignificantly related to group creativity, after controlling for
class and sample, β = -0.02, t(46)= -.132, sr2 = 0, p = .90. In the sample of complete groups only,
neither model predicted a significant amount of variance in group creativity. In this sample,
racioethnic diversity was positively related to creativity, β = 0.11, t(29)= 0.56, sr2 = 0.01, p =
.58. From this perspective, hypothesis 2b is not supported.
Age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup age diversity
predicted instructor-rated group creativity after controlling for class and sample. In the first
model, sample and class explain 22.6% of the variance in group creativity, F(2,47) = 6.84, p =
.002. The addition of workgroup age diversity results in no additional variance explained.
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Workgroup age diversity is not significantly related to group creativity, β = 0, t(46)= -0.03, sr2 =
0, p = .98.
In the sample of complete groups, neither model significantly predicts variance in group
creativity, although the variable remains positively related to the outcome, β = 0.19, t(29)= 0.92,
sr2 = 0.02, p = .37. From this perspective, hypothesis 2b is not supported.
The hypothesized effect of workgroup heterogeneity on creativity received no support in this
sample.

Hypothesis 3

Demographic dissimilarity in racioethnicity and age will be positively related to surface acting
and deep acting.

Surface acting

Euclidean race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported
surface acting, after controlling for the age, perceived perspectives similarity, and team, which
are all theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Age, perceived
perspectives similarity, and team were entered into the analysis in the first step of the specified
regression model. Results indicated this, first, model explained 11.6% of the variance in surface
acting, F(3, 169) = 7.4, p < .001. With the addition of objective race dissimilarity, the model
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remains significant, F(4,168) = 5.7, p < .001. However, for the final model the change in
variance explained in surface acting is not significant, p = .42. Objective race dissimilarity was
not significantly related to surface acting, β = -0.06, t(168)= -0.81, sr2 = 0.003, p = .42. These
results were the same in the complete groups sample. From this perspective, hypothesis 3 is not
supported.
Euclidean age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-reported
surface acting, after controlling for age, perceived perspectives similarity, and team. In the first
model, the control variables explained 11.6% of the variance in surface acting, F(3,169) = 7.4, p
< .001. The addition of objective age dissimilarity in the second model resulted in 1.6% more
variance explained in surface acting, pR2change = 0.08, F(4,168) = 6.38, p < .001. The negative
relationship age dissimilarity displayed with surface acting after controlling for the
aforementioned variables was trending, β = -0.17, t(168)= -1.74, sr2 = 0.02, p = .08. Results
were analogous in the sample of complete groups, although the addition of objective age
dissimilarity yielded only a marginally significant amount of variance explained in surface
acting, pR2change = 0.087, F(4,126) = 5.79, p < .001. The variable was marginally significantly
related to surface acting, β = -0.18, t(126)= -1.73, sr2 = 0.02, p = .087. From this perspective,
although objective age dissimilarity demonstrates a trending relationship with surface acting,
hypothesis 3 is not supported because this relationship is not in the predicted direction.
Perceived similarity race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported surface
acting, after controlling for age, objective dissimilarity, perceived perspectives similarity, and
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team, which are all theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable. Age, objective
dissimilarity, perceived perspectives similarity, and team were entered into the analysis in the
first step of the specified regression model. This model explained 12.1% of the variance in
surface acting, F(4,167) = 5.77, p < .001. Perceived race similarity did not explain additional
significant variance in surface acting. Additionally, perceived race similarity was
nonsignificantly related to surface acting in both samples. From this perspective, hypothesis 3 is
not supported.
Perceived similarity age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-reported surface
acting, after controlling for the demographic variables age, objective dissimilarity, perceived
perspectives similarity, and team. The control variables explained 12.1% of the variance in
surface acting in the first model, F(4,167) = 5.77, p < .001. Perceived age similarity did not
explain any additional variance in surface acting. In the full sample of participants, perceived age
similarity to one’s team was negatively related to surface acting, β = -0.003, t(166)= -0.04, sr2 =
0, p = .97. In the sample of participants from complete groups, although the relationship flipped,
perceived age similarity remained nonsignificantly related to surface acting, β = 0.04, t(125)=
.38, sr2 = 0.001, p = .71. From this perspective hypothesis 3 is not supported.
Perceived diversity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if perceived
diversity in relation to one’s team significantly predicted self-reported surface acting, after
controlling for the demographic variables age, objective dissimilarity, perceived perspectives
similarity, and team. Perceived diversity was positively, nonsignificantly related to surface acting
in both samples. From this perspective, hypothesis 3 is not supported.
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Deep Acting

Euclidean race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported
deep acting, after controlling for the demographic variables age, perceived diversity, and the
objective age dissimilarity index, which are all theoretically and empirically related to the
dependent variable. Age, perceived diversity, and the age Euclidean distance, were entered into
the analysis in the first step of the specified regression model. Results indicated this, first, model
explained 7% of the variance in deep acting, F(3, 169) = 4.27, p = .006. No additional variance is
explained with the addition of objective race dissimilarity. In the full sample of participants,
racial dissimilarity is not significantly related to deep acting, β = -0.01, t(168)= -0.16, sr2 = 0, p
= .87. In the sample of complete groups, racial dissimilarity is positively related to deep acting, β
= 0.02, t(126)= .23, sr2 = 0, p = .82. From this perspective, hypothesis 3 is not supported.
Euclidean age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if objective
individual dissimilarity from one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-reported
deep acting, after controlling for age and perceived diversity. In the first model, age and
perceived diversity explained 7% of the variance in deep acting, F(2,170) = 6.44, p = .002. The
addition of objective age dissimilarity yielded no additional variance explained in deep acting.
Objective age dissimilarity was not related to deep acting, β = -0.01, t(169)= -0.09, sr2 = 0, p =
.93. Results were analogous in the sample of complete groups. From this perspective, hypothesis
3 is not supported.
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Perceived similarity race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of race significantly predicted self-reported deep
acting, after controlling for the demographic variables age, objective age dissimilarity, and
perceived diversity, which are all theoretically and empirically related to the dependent variable.
Age, objective age dissimilarity, and perceived diversity were entered into the analysis in the
first step of the specified regression model. Results indicated that this model explained 7% of the
variance in surface acting, F(3,168) = 4.24, p = .006. 0.2% more variance was explained with
the addition of perceived racial similarity, pR2change = .59. Perceived racial similarity was
nonsignificantly related to deep acting, β = 0.04, t(167)= .54, sr2 = 0.002, p = .59. Results were
analogous in the sample of complete groups. From this perspective, hypothesis 3 is not
supported.
Perceived similarity age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if
perceived similarity to one’s team in terms of age significantly predicted self-reported deep
acting, after controlling for age, objective age dissimilarity, and perceived diversity. Age,
objective age dissimilarity, and perceived diversity explained 7% of the variance in deep acting
in the first model, F(3,168) = 4.24, p = .006. The addition of perceived age similarity yielded
.001 additional variance explained in deep acting, pR2change = .73. Perceived age similarity was
not significantly related to deep acting, β = 0.03, t(167)= .34, sr2 = 0.001, p = .73. Results were
analogous in the sample of complete groups. From this perspective, hypothesis three is not
supported.
Perceived diversity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if perceived
diversity in relation to one’s team significantly predicted self-reported surface acting, after
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controlling for age and objective age dissimilarity. In the first model, 4.6% of the variance in
deep acting is explained, F(2,170) = 4.12, p = .02. The addition of perceived diversity in the
second model explains an additional 2.4% of the variance in deep acting, pR2change = 0.04,
F(3,169) = 4.27, p = .01. In the full sample of participants, perceived diversity is positively,
significantly related to deep acting, β = 0.16, t(169)= 2.1, sr2 = 0.02, p = .04, providing some
support for this hypothesis.
Results are comparable in the sample of complete groups only. The variance explained by
perceived diversity remains significant in the second model, ΔR2 = .046, pR2change = .01, F(3,127)
= 3.92, p = .01. In this sample, perceived diversity still significantly, positively predicts deep
acting, β = 0.22, t(127)= 2.53, sr2 = 0.05, p = .01. From this perspective, hypothesis 3 is
supported.
In this sample, the hypothesized positive relationship between individual dissimilarity
and emotional labor received some, although not much, support. None of the objective indices or
perceptual measures demonstrated the expected associations with surface acting. In fact, with the
exception of an unexpected negative relationship between objective age dissimilarity and surface
acting, none of the relationships were significant. Regarding deep acting, the significant,
negative relationship with perceived diversity provides the only support for the hypothesis.
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Hypothesis 4

Workgroup heterogeneity will be positively related to aggregated surface acting and aggregated
deep acting.

Aggregated Surface Acting

Heterogeneity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup
heterogeneity predicted aggregated group surface acting after controlling for group size and
group emotion work requirements, which are both theoretically or empirically related to the
dependent variable. Group size and group emotion work requirements explained 12.7% of the
variance in group surface acting, F(2,46) = 3.33, p = .04. Although nonsignificant, the composite
workgroup heterogeneity explained an additional 4.4% of the variance in group aggregate
surface acting. Workgroup heterogeneity was not significantly related to group surface acting, β
= -0.22, t(45)= -1.55, sr2 = 0.04, p = .13. In the complete groups sample, although the regression
models were nonsignificant, workgroup heterogeneity remained negatively related to group
surface acting, β = -0.05, t(29)= -.29, sr2 = 0.003, p = .78. From this perspective, hypothesis four
is not supported.
Race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup racial
diversity predicted aggregated group surface acting after controlling for group size and group
emotion work requirements, which are theoretically or empirically related to the dependent
variable. Group size and group emotion work requirements explained 12.7% of the variance in
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group surface acting, F(2,46) = 3.33, p = .04. An additional 5.3% of the variability in surface
acting is explained by the addition of group racial diversity, pR2change = .09, F(3,45) = 3.29, p =
.03. Workgroup racial diversity was not significantly related to surface acting, β = -0.25, t(45)= 1.71, sr2 = 0.05, p = .10. In the complete groups sample, neither regression model explains
significant variance in surface acting. In this sample, workgroup racial diversity was positively
related to surface acting, β = 0.11, t(29)= .53, sr2 = 0.01, p = .60. From this perspective,
hypothesis four is not supported.
Age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup age diversity
predicted aggregated group surface acting after controlling for group size and group emotion
work requirements. Group size and group emotion work requirements explained 12.7% of the
variance in group surface acting, F(2,46) = 3.33, p = .04. The addition of workgroup age
diversity explains an additional 7.2% of the variance in surface acting, pR2change = 0.05, F(3,45) =
3.71, p = .02. After controlling for group size and group emotion work requirements, workgroup
age diversity was significantly, negatively related to group aggregate surface acting, β = -0.28,
t(45)= -2.01, sr2 = 0.07, p = .05. In the sample of complete groups, the models did not explain
significant variance in surface acting, although the relationship between workgroup age diversity
and group surface acting remained negative, β = -0.24, t(29)= -1.36, sr2 = 0.05, p = .19. From
this perspective, hypothesis four is not supported.
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Aggregated Deep Acting

Heterogeneity. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup
heterogeneity predicted aggregated group deep acting after controlling for group size and group
emotion work requirements. The first model accounts for 14% of the variance in group deep
acting, F(2,46) = 3.74, p = .03. The additional 6.2% variance explained by workgroup
heterogeneity is marginally significant, pR2change = 0.068, F(3,45) = 3.79, p = .02. Composite
workgroup heterogeneity is negatively related group deep acting, β = -0.26, t(45)= -1.87, sr2 =
0.06, p = .07. Although the models do not retain significance in the sample of complete groups,
the relationship between workgroup heterogeneity and group aggregate deep acting remains
negative, β = -0.21, t(29)= -1.14, sr2 = 0.04, p = .27. From this perspective, hypothesis four is
not supported.
Race. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup racial
diversity predicted aggregated group deep acting after controlling for group size and group
emotion work requirements, which are theoretically and empirically related to the dependent
variable. The first model accounts for 14% of the variance in group deep acting, F(2,46) = 3.74,
p = .03. The addition of workgroup racial diversity yields insignificant variance explained. In the
full sample of groups, the group’s racial diversity was not significantly related to group deep
acting after controlling for group size and group emotion work requirements, β = -0.17, t(45)= 1.17, sr2 = 0.03, p = .25. In the sample of complete groups only, neither model significantly
explains variance in aggregated deep acting, although the relationship between group racial
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diversity and group deep acting was positive, β = 0.23, t(29)= 1.11, sr2 = 0.04, p = .28. From this
perspective, hypothesis four is not supported.
Age. Two-step, hierarchical linear regression was used to test if workgroup age diversity
predicted aggregated group deep acting after controlling for group size and group emotion work
requirements. Group size and group emotion work requirements explained 14% of the variance
in group deep acting, F(2,46) = 3.74, p = .03. The addition of workgroup age diversity explains
an additional 6.4% of the variance in deep acting, pR2change = 0.06, F(3,45) = 3.84, p = .02. After
controlling for group size and group emotion work requirements, workgroup age diversity was
negatively related to group aggregate deep acting, β = -0.26, t(45)= -1.9, sr2 = 0.06, p = .06. In
the sample of complete groups, the models did not explain significant variance in deep acting,
although the relationship between workgroup age diversity and group deep acting remained
negative, β = -0.23, t(29)= -1.31, sr2 = 0.05, p = .20. From this perspective, hypothesis four is
not supported
From these perspectives, the hypothesized relationship between workgroup heterogeneity
and aggregate surface acting and aggregate deep acting receives no support. Although group age
diversity is significantly related to aggregate surface acting and demonstrates a trending
relationship with aggregate deep acting, the relationships are not in the hypothesized direction.
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Mediation Analyses

See Appendix J for mediation tables.

Hypothesis 5

Surface acting will mediate the positive relationship between demographic dissimilarity in race
and age and emotional exhaustion.

Objective

Euclidean race. Mediation analysis was conducted using ordinary least squares path
analysis with bootstrapping procedures in PROCESS. After controlling for age, race, perceived
perspectives similarity, class, sample, perceived similarity and team, the model significantly
explained 16% of the variance in emotional exhaustion, R2 = .157, F(8,149) = 3.47, p = .001.
The total effect of objective race dissimilarity on emotional exhaustion was not significant –
although this relationship is no longer a requirement using PROCESS. As can be seen in the
figure, participants’ objective individual race dissimilarity was not significantly related to their
self-report surface acting (a = -0.28). Their self-reported surface acting was significantly,
positively related to self-reported emotional exhaustion (b = 0.29**). The indirect effect of race
dissimilarity on emotional exhaustion through surface acting was not significant, ab = -0.08,
CI95% = [-0.29, 0.05]. Additionally, the nonsignificant direct effect of individual racial
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dissimilarity on emotional exhaustion suggests that there is no evidence that racial dissimilarity
influenced emotional exhaustion independent of its effect on surface acting (c’ = -0.10, p = 0.66).
Results were analogous when run on sample of complete-groups participants only. From the
perspective of objective racial dissimilarity, mediation is not supported.
Euclidean age. Mediation analysis was conducted using ordinary least squares path
analysis to explore the indirect effect of objective individual age dissimilarity on emotional
exhaustion through surface acting. Again, after entering the aforementioned covariates, the
model was significant. The total effect of age dissimilarity on emotional exhaustion was not
significant, c = -0.03, CI95% = [-0.06, -0.01]. Participants’ objective individual age dissimilarity
was significantly, negatively related to their self-report surface acting (a = -0.04**). Self-report
surface acting was significantly, positively related to emotional exhaustion (b = 0.31**). The
indirect effect of age dissimilarity on emotional exhaustion through surface acting was
significant, ab = -0.01, CI95% = [-0.03, -0.01]. Individual age dissimilarity did not influence
emotional exhaustion independent of its effect on surface acting, (c’ = 0.02, p = 0.12).
In the complete groups sample, evidence for an indirect effect of individual age dissimilarity on
emotional exhaustion was demonstrated, ab = -0.01, CI95% = [-0.03, -0.002]. Figure five depicts
these results. From this perspective, the significant indirect effect of individual dissimilarity on
emotional exhaustion does not support the hypothesis.

74

Figure 5. Mediation results for indirect effect of objective age dissimilarity on emotional
exhaustion

Perceived

Perceived similarity race. Mediation analysis was conducted using ordinary least squares
path analysis with bootstrapping procedures in PROCESS. The demographic variables age and
race, perceived perspectives similarity, class, sample, team, and the composite objective
dissimilarity index were entered as covariates in models of perceived similarity. The model
significantly explained 18% of the variance in emotional exhaustion, R2 = .181, F(8,149) = 4.11,
p < .001. The total effect of self-reported perceived racial similarity on emotional exhaustion was
significant, c = 0.14, CI95% = [0.02, 0.26]. The relationship between perceived similarity and
emotional labor was not significant (a = -0.01). Self-report surface acting was significantly,
positively related to emotional exhaustion, b = 0.30, p < .001. The indirect effect of perceived
race similarity on emotional exhaustion was not significant, ab = -0.003, CI95% = [-0.05, 0.04].
Mediation is not supported. The significant direct effect of perceived race similarity on
emotional exhaustion suggests that the perception of similarity in terms of race may have
independent influence on emotional exhaustion, c’ = 0.14, CI95% = [0.02, 0.26]. Results were
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analogous when run in sample of participants in complete groups. From this perspective, the
hypothesis is not supported.
Perceived similarity age. This model significantly explained 15% of the variance in
emotional exhaustion, p = .001. The total effect of perceived age similarity on emotional
exhaustion was not significant. The relationship between perceived age similarity and surface
acting was not significant. The relationship between surface acting and emotional exhaustion
remained significant, b = 0.30, p < .001. The indirect effect of perceived age similarity on
emotional exhaustion was not significant, ab = -0.004, CI95% = [-.05, .03]. The relationships held
when tested in the sample of complete groups participants. From this perspective of perceived
similarity in age, mediation is not supported.
Perceived diversity. This model, with perceived diversity used as the indicator of
demographic dissimilarity, explained 17% of the variance in emotional exhaustion, R2 = 0.174,
F(8,150) = 3.95, p < 0.001. The total effect of perceived diversity on emotional exhaustion was
significant, c = 0.20, CI95% = [0.02, 0.37]. Perceived diversity was not significantly related to
surface acting, a = -0.01. Surface acting was significantly related to emotional exhaustion, b =
0.30, p < .001. The indirect effect of perceived diversity on emotional exhaustion was not
significant, ab = -0, CI95% = [-.06, .05].
In the sample of complete groups, although surface acting retained a significant, positive
relationship with emotional exhaustion, neither the total effect nor the direct effect was
significant. From these perspectives, mediation is not supported.
From these perspectives, hypothesis five receives no support. It is worth noting that
objective age dissimilarity demonstrated significant indirect influence on emotional exhaustion –
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although not in the hypothesized direction.

Hypothesis 6

Surface acting will mediate the negative relationship between demographic dissimilarity in race
and age and individual commitment to the project team.

Objective

Euclidean race. Mediation analysis was conducted using ordinary least squares path
analysis to explore the indirect effect of objective individual racial dissimilarity on individual
commitment through surface acting. Age, race, perceived perspectives similarity, and team were
included as covariates in the analysis. This model significantly explained 14% of the variance in
commitment, R2 = 0.14, F(5,153) = 4.91, p < .001. The total effect of racial dissimilarity on
commitment was not significant. The relationship between racial dissimilarity and surface acting
was not significant (a = -0.19), although there was a significant, negative relationship between
surface acting and commitment (b = -0.26, p < 0.001). The indirect effect of racial dissimilarity
on commitment was not significant, ab = 0.05, CI95% = [-0.06, 0.19]. Results were analogous
when tested in sample of complete groups. From this perspective of objective racial dissimilarity,
mediation is not supported.
Euclidean age. The model, with the four control variables, explained 14% of the variance
in commitment, R2 = 0.14, F(5,153) = 4.95, p < .001. The total effect of objective age
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dissimilarity on commitment was not significant, c = 0.01, CI95% = [-0.02, 0.03]. Objective age
dissimilarity was marginally, significantly related to surface acting (a = -0.03, p = .053),
although surface acting was significantly, negatively related to commitment (b = -0.26, p < .001).
The indirect effect of age dissimilarity on commitment was significant, ab = 0.01, CI95% =
[0.002, 0.017]. There was no evidence that age dissimilarity influenced commitment independent
of its effect on surface acting, (c’ = 0, p = .94).
In the sample of complete groups, age dissimilarity was not significantly related to
surface acting, although the relationship was trending (a = -0.03, p = 0.08). Surface acting
remained significantly, negatively related to commitment. The total effect and direct effect
remained nonsignificant. The indirect effect of objective age dissimilarity on commitment
remained significant as well, ab = 0.01, CI95% = [0.001, 0.023]. From this perspective, objective
age dissimilarity demonstrated a significant indirect effect on commitment through surface
acting. Figure six depicts these results. Although mediation is supported, the significant negative
effect of objective age dissimilarity on surface is not in the hypothesized direction. Hypothesis 6
is not supported.

Figure 6. Mediation results for indirect effect of objective age dissimilarity on commitment
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Perceived

Perceived similarity race. Using bootstrapping procedures in PROCESS, age, race,
perceived perspectives similarity, the composite objective dissimilarity, and team were entered
as controls in the mediation analysis. The model explained 16% of the variance in commitment,
R2 = 0.16, F(6,151) = 4.65, p < .001. The total effect of perceived racial similarity on
commitment was not significant. Perceived racial similarity was not significantly related to
surface acting. Surface acting was significantly, negatively related to commitment, b = -0.26, p <
.001. The indirect effect of perceived racial similarity on commitment was not significant, ab =
0.003, CI95% = [-.03, .04]. Results were analogous in sample of participants in complete groups
only. From this perspective of perceived racial similarity, mediation is not supported.
Perceived similarity age. After inclusion of the control variables, the model significantly
explained 15% of the variance in commitment, R2 = .15, F(6,151) = 4.36, p < .001. The total
effect of perceived age similarity on commitment was not significant. The relationship between
age similarity and surface acting was not significant. Surface acting was significantly, negatively
related to commitment, b = -0.26, p < .001. The indirect effect of perceived age similarity on
commitment was not significant, ab = 0.005, CI95% = [-.03, .04]. These relationships held when
analyses run on sample of participants in complete groups only. From this perspective of
perceived age similarity, mediation is not supported.
Perceived diversity. With the controls, the model explained 14% of the variance in
commitment, R2 = .14, F(6,152) = 4.08, p < .001. The total effect of perceived diversity on
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commitment was not significant. The relationship between perceived diversity and surface acting
was not significant although the relationship between surface acting and commitment was, b = 0.26, p < .001. The indirect effect of perceived diversity on commitment was not significant, ab
= -0.004, CI95% = [-.05, .05]. These relationships remained the same in the sample of complete
groups participants. From this perspective, mediation is not supported.
From these perspectives, hypothesis six receives no support, although the significant indirect
influence that objective age dissimilarity had on commitment through surface acting was, again,
interesting.

Hypothesis 7

Aggregated surface acting will mediate the positive relationship between workgroup
heterogeneity and intragroup conflict.

Relationship Conflict

Heterogeneity. Mediation analysis was conducted using ordinary least squares path
analysis with bootstrapping procedures in PROCESS. Group size and group emotion work
requirements were included in the analyses as controls. Explaining 2.5% of the variance in
relationship conflict, the model was not significant, R2 = 0.025, F(3,44) = 0.38, p = 0.77. The
total effect of workgroup heterogeneity on relationship conflict was not significant, c = -0.13,
CI95% = [-0.39, 0.14]. The relationship between heterogeneity and aggregated surface acting was
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also not significant, a = -0.17, p = 0.12. The relationship between aggregated surface acting and
relationship conflict was significant, b = 0.53, p = .003. The indirect effect of heterogeneity on
relationship conflict was not significant, ab = -0.09, CI95% = [-0.32, 0.01]. These results were the
same in the sample of complete groups. From this perspective of the composite workgroup
heterogeneity on relationship conflict, mediation is not supported.
Race. Mediation was not supported from the perspective group racial diversity. In both
the sample of all groups and the sample of complete groups, the indirect effect of group racial
diversity on relationship conflict through aggregated surface acting is not significant. The
relationship between group racial diversity and aggregated surface acting is not significant. The
relationship between aggregated surface acting and relationship conflict remained positive and
significant, b = 0.54, p = .003.
Age. From the perspective of group age diversity, mediation is not supported. After
controlling for group size and group emotion work requirements, the model did not significantly
explain variance in group relationship conflict. Although age diversity was significantly related
to aggregate surface acting (p = 0.04) and aggregated surface acting was significantly related to
relationship conflict (p = 0.01), the indirect effect on age diversity on relationship conflict was
not significant, ab = =0.01, CI95% = [-.04, .0005]. In the sample of complete groups only, the
relationship between group age diversity and aggregated surface acting did not retain
significance, a = -0.02, p = 0.18, although the relationship between aggregated surface acting and
relationship conflict did, b = 0.51, p = .03. The indirect effect remain nonsignificant.
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Task Conflict

Heterogeneity. Mediation was not supported. Although aggregated surface acting
significantly, positively influenced group task conflict, b = 0.50, p < .001, the indirect effect was
not significant, ab = -0.08, CI95% = [-.24, .01]. These results were analogous in the sample of
complete groups.
Race. Mediation was not supported in either the sample of all groups or the sample of
only complete groups. Aggregated surface acting was positively, significantly related to task
conflict. The total effect was not significant (p = .82), the direct effect of group racial diversity
on task conflict was not significant (p = .53), and the indirect effect was not significant, ab = 0.18, CI95% = [-.57, .04].
Age. Mediation was not supported. The indirect effect of group age diversity on task
conflict through aggregated surface acting was not empirically supported, ab = -0.01, CI95% = [.04, .0005]. These results were analogous in the complete groups sample.
From these perspectives, hypothesis seven receives no support. Analyzed separately by task
conflict and relationship conflict, the mean Euclidean indices demonstrate no significant indirect
influence.
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Hypothesis 8

The positive relationship between workgroup heterogeneity and workgroup creativity ratings will
be mediated by aggregated deep acting.
Heterogeneity. Mediation analysis was conducted using ordinary least squares path
analysis to explore the indirect effect of group heterogeneity on creativity through aggregated
deep acting. In these analyses, class, sub-sample, and group emotion work requirements were
control variables. This model explained 26% of the variance in group creativity ratings, R2 =
0.26, F(4,44) = 3.9, p = .009. The total effect of group heterogeneity on creativity was not
significant, c = -0.04, CI95% = [-.47, .38]. The relationship between group heterogeneity and
aggregated deep acting was not significant, a = -0.13, p = .15. The relationship between
aggregated deep acting and creativity ratings was also not significant, b = -0.10, p = .79. The
indirect effect was also nonsignificant, ab = 0.01, CI95% = [-.07, .17]. Mediation was not
supported. These results held in the sample of complete groups.
Race. With the inclusion of the aforementioned control variables and use of group racial
diversity as the proxy for diversity, the model explained a significant amount of variance group
creativity, R2 = 0.26, F(4,44) = 3.9, p = .009. However, mediation was not supported. The total
effect was not significant. Group racial diversity was not significantly related to aggregated deep
acting, a = -0.18, p = .53. The indirect effect was also nonsignificant, ab = 0.02, CI95% = [-.18,
.46]. These relationships were analogous in the complete groups sample.
Age. Mediation was not supported from the perspective of group age diversity. The total
effect of age diversity on creativity was not significant. The relationship between group age
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diversity and aggregated deep acting was not significant. The relationship between aggregated
deep acting and creativity was also not significant. The indirect effect of group age diversity on
creativity ratings through aggregated deep acting was not significant, ab = 0.05, CI95% = [-.19,
.44]. These relationships held in the sample of complete groups.
Hypothesis eight receives no support. From the perspective of Blau indices for composite
measures of group diversity, group racial diversity, and group age diversity, no significant
indirect influence is demonstrated on creativity through aggregate deep acting.
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Research Question Analyses

To address the research questions posed, multi-level analyses were conducted using
HLM. Perceived diversity and emotional labor were collected at three time points. This data was
first transformed from wide to long format such that each case represented one of the three time
points for each respondent with their unique perceived diversity and emotional labor scores at
each point. Emotional labor is represented as the averaged surface acting, deep acting, and
naturally displayed emotions for each respondent. In these analyses, time, perceived diversity,
and emotional labor were used as level-1 variables clustered within the level-2 variables gender,
race and perceived diversity at time one. Time one perceived diversity was included as a level-2
cluster variable to address research question four. Null models were first run with perceived
diversity and emotional labor as outcome variables, respectively.
Perceived diversity. For perceived diversity, the null model is represented by: PERDIVti =
β00 + r0i+ eti. For the one-way ANOVA model for perceived diversity, 𝜏00 = 0.240, Χ2 (79, N =
211) = 224.82, p < .001. This suggests that the individual mean perceived diversity scores for
study respondents varied significantly. The variance-component based ICC, representing the
average relationship between any pairs of observations within clusters was: 0.23980/(0.23980 +
0.37482) = 0.39. This somewhat large ICC suggests clustering matters, which is expected given
that the data is longitudinal.
Emotional labor. For emotional labor, the null model is represented by: EMOLABti =
β00 + r0i+ eti. For this model, 𝜏00 = 0.132, Χ2 (79, N = 211) = 350.51, p < .001. Individual mean
emotional labor scores did vary significantly. The ICC was: 0.134/(0.134 + 0.108) = 0.55.
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Research question 1

Is there significant variability in perceived diversity over time?
To address this research question, a linear growth model was fit in which was time was
grand mean-centered. As such, the intercept is interpreted as the value of emotional labor at a
midpoint in time. The growth model is represented by: PERDIVti = β00 + β10*TIMEti + r0i+ eti.
The overall mean perceived diversity score at a midpoint in time, β00, is 3.14, p < .001. Time
was a significant linear predictor of perceived diversity scores. In other words, the linear change
in perceived diversity across time was significant, β10 = -0.13, p < .01. The negative coefficient
suggests that perceived diversity is decreasing across time of administration. The significant
variance component, 𝜏00 = 0.50, p < .001, suggests that individual mean perceived diversity
scores varied significantly at a midpoint in time.

Research question 2

How does change in perceived diversity predict emotional labor?
To address this question, a random coefficient growth model was fit in which time was
grand mean-centered. Perceived diversity was included in the model as a level-one covariate and
the slope for the relationship between perceived diversity and emotional labor was allowed to
vary between individuals. This model is represented by: EMOLABti = β00 + β10*TIMEti +
β20*PERDIVti + r0i + r2i*PERDIVti + eti. The fixed effect components were assessed to answer

86
this question. Emotional labor was not linearly related to time, β10 = -0.02, p > .05. Controlling
for time differences, perceived diversity significantly predicted emotional labor, β20 = 0.12, p =
.003.

Research question 3

Is there significant variability in emotional labor across student workgroups over time?
This question was addressed similar to the first research question, in which a linear
growth model was fit, time was grand mean-centered, and emotional labor was entered as the
dependent variable. The model is represented by: EMOLABti = β00 + β10*TIMEti + r0i+ eti.
Analysis of the fixed effects reveals that the mean emotional labor score at a midpoint in time is
2.86. The effect of time on emotional labor is not significant, β10 = -0.02, p = 0.46, although the
negative coefficient suggests that emotional labor is decreasing over time. Analysis of the
variance components suggests that individual emotional labor scores do vary significantly, 𝜏00 =
0.34, p < .001. From this perspective, it seems that, while individuals vary significantly in their
self-reported emotional labor, there is no evidence of significant linear growth.

Research question 4

How might initial perceived diversity predict changes in emotional labor variability?
A random coefficient growth model was fit in which time was centered around the grand
mean and initial perceived diversity was entered as a level-2 predictor to address this research
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question. This model is represented as follows: EMOLABti = β00 + β01*PD_T1i + β10*TIMEti +
β11*PD_T1i*TIMEti + r0i + r1i*TIMEti + eti. The fixed effect components were assessed. Initial
perceived diversity did not significantly predict emotional labor at a midpoint in time, β01 = 0.09,
p = 0.20. Here again, the effect of time on emotional labor is not significant, β10 = -0.02, p =
0.38, suggesting that there is no linear change in emotional labor over time. However, initial
perceived diversity marginally significantly predicts the effect of time on emotional labor, β11 =
0.07, p = 0.065. Increases in intial perceived diversity is associated with an increased effect of
time on emotional labor. This suggests that group members have different emotional labor
trajectories – slopes – over time, depending on their initial perceptions of diversity. Figures
seven and eight depict this interesting finding. It seems that individuals with higher initial
perceptions of diversity emotionally labor more compared to those with lower initial perceptions
of diversity. Those higher in initial perceptions of diversity reported decreases in their emotional
labor over time compared to those lower in initial perceptions of diversity who seemed to
experience increases over time to a certain point. However, those who had higher initial
perceptions of diversity were still reporting more emotional labor at time three than their
counterparts.
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Figure 7. Emotional labor over time for
individuals low in initial perceived diversity.
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Figure 8. Emotional labor over time for
individuals high in initial perceived
diversity.

CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

The current work proposes a multi-level framework that introduces emotional labor as a
mechanism explaining the relationship between surface-level diversity and well-being outcomes
at the individual level and workgroup level. It has been the tradition in diversity research that
effects are separately explored at the individual level, through examinations of relational
demography, or the group level, in examinations of workgroup diversity. Such a trend is evident
in the level-specific theories typically applied in diversity research. Interestingly, theoretical
understanding of relational demography as an “individual-within-the-group” phenomenon
(Riordan & Wayne, 2007) undescores the inherent multi-level nature of diversity and its effects.
To test this framework, a combination of main effect analyses and mediation analyses were
conducted as examinations of specific relationships articulated at both levels. At each level,
multiple proxies for demographic “diversity” were tested, although at the individual level both
perceived and objective dissimilarity indices were included.
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Summary of Results

Individual Level

At the individual level, the main effect of indvidual dissimilarity on commitment,
emotional exhaustion, and emotional labor was explored before next examining how these
relationships were mediated by specific forms of emotional labor. The hypothesized relationship
between dissimilarity and commitment was not evidenced. A trending main effect of objective
age dissimilarity was against the direction hypothesized. This suggests that the more age
dissimilar individuals were from their project teams, the more commitment to their group they
reported. Although unexpected, some past work has also found a positive relationship between
social category diversity and commitment (Jehn et al., 1999).
There was support demonstrated for a main effect of dissimilarity on emotional
exhaustion by the measure of perceived diversity. Specifically, this suggests that the more salient
the diversity an individual perceived in relation to others in their workgroup, the more emotional
exhaustion they reported. It was interesting that another percepual measure of dissimilarity –
perceived racial similarity – did not evidence converging findings but instead demonstrated an
unexpectedly significant, positive relationship with emotional exhaustion. Interpreted as the
more similar to other workgroup members in terms of race a respondent felt, the more emotional
exhaustion reported, it is not clear what is driving this relationship. Nonetheless, such results are
promising and provide some impetus for the continued examination of diversity in relation to
well-being outcomes only typically explored in the emotional labor literature.
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Finally, regarding main effects of dissimilarity on emotional labor, there was some
support demonstrated. As hypothesized, perceived diversity was positively, signficiantly related
to deep acting. There was no support for the hypotheses for relationships with surface acting.
However, objective age dissimilarity did demonstrate a significant, negative relationship with
surface acting. This relationship carried over to a significant indirect effect of objective age
dissimilarity on both commitment and emotional exhaustion through surface acting.

Group Level

At the group level, main effects of workgroup heterogeneity on aggregated emotional
labor, intragroup conflict, and creativity were examined before exploring the indirect influence
of heterogeneity on the aforementioned outcomes through aggregate emotional labor. None of
the hypothesized relationships were supported from perspectives of composite heterogeneity (in
race, age, and gender) or considering group heterogeneity in race or age separately. Nonetheless,
at the group level, age diversity was significantly, negatively related to aggregate surface acting.
No support was found for indirect influence of heterogeneity. Potential causes for these findings
are discussed throughout the implications and limitations.
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Implications

Individual Level Implications

The findings for the individual proxies used for diversity are intriguing. More
specifically, objective age dissimilarity was positively related to commitment and negatively
related to surface acting. Perceived race similarity was positively related to emotional
exhaustion. Finally, perceived diversity was significantly, and positively, related to both deep
acting and emotional exhaustion.

Objective Age Dissimilarity

The implications of the findings for age dissimilarity in this sample would suggest some
advantages to age diverse workgroups. These results are in opposition to the vast majority of
findings on age diversity which tend to demonstrate the deleterious effects of age diversity on
commitment (see Riordan & Wayne, 2007) and other outcomes such as turnover (see Williams
& O’Reilly, 1998). Nonetheless, Jehn and colleagues (1999) previously found that social
category diversity in age and gender was related to a number of measures of worker morale,
including commitment. Through supplementary analyses, these researchers found that the
relationship between social category diversity and commitment was mediated by performance.
Thus, age diverse groups performed better and it was that performance that affected
commitment. They posit that age diverse workgroups dodo not have the same levels of integroup
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competition present in other diverse groups which allows for the benefits of diversity to be
evidenced in performance and downstream attitudinal outcomes.
Past examinations of age and emotional labor may shed light on the unexpected negative
relationship between age dissimilarity and surface acting. Surface acting does tend to decrease
with increasing age reflecting a motivational drive to minimize negative experiences across the
lifespan (Dahling & Perez, 2010). The results demonstrated in the current work, captured by age
dissimilarity and not just objective age, do map onto this pattern somewhat. It was the case that
the sample was predominantly younger, college-aged respondents and the most dissimilar
individuals tended to be higher in age. The only examination of diversity and emotion regulation
found a positive relationship between age diversity and surface acting (Kim et al, 2013),
although these researchers found that this effect was largely driven by younger employees
compensatory efforts to match the emotion regulation patterns of their workgroups. In this
sample, it may have been the case that the older group members set the tone for emotion
regulation.
Collectively, these findings suggest an alternative model of age dissimilarity and
commitment in which adaptive emotion regulation strategies may be causal mechanisms. In the
literature deep acting and naturally displayed emotions have demonstrated relationships with
outcomes such as increased personal accomplishment (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002) and
increased positive affect (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2006). In this sample, age dissimilarity was not
related to deep acting. However, it is possible that the positive relationship between age
dissimilarity and commitment is explained by natural emotional display.
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Racial Similarity

The unexpected positive relationship between racial similarity and emotional exhaustion
would suggest some disadvantages to racially homogeneous workgroups. This finding also
conflicts with the extant literature that tends to show negative effects of racial heterogeneity, and
not homogeneity, on individual-level outcomes. Although emotional exhaustion has not thus far
been explored as an outcome in the diversity literature, some research has shown that perceived
race similarity is positively related to more open communication (Riordan & Wayne, 2007). It
may be that such communications may affect some level of emotional exhaustion, although more
research is necessary before such a conclusion can be drawn. In this sense, emotional exhuastion
may be the end result of affectively engaging interactions amongst similar individuals.
An alternative explanation might be that the finding reflects one of the downfalls of
immediate in-group/out-group classification on the basis of surface-level characteristics.
Although individuals hold a number of stereotypes on the basis of demographic characteristics –
particularly race – social category diversity does not reliably represent any true enduring
differences. In this vein, surface level characteristics may have initially been used as a signal for
necessary, and perhaps stereotypical, communication norms. Such communication norms may
have been unnecessary or even inappropriate communication thus affecting emotional
exhaustion. Because this particular assessment of perceived similarity occurred at the onset of
group formation, this explanation seems even more plausible as group members were not
familiar with each other.
Perceived Diversity
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The findings for perceived diversity support the social identity perspective and converge
with the extant literature in demonstrating the negative effects of diversity on emotion regulation
(Kim et al., 2013) and other individual level outcomes (Milliken & Martins, 1996).

Group Level Implications

At the group level, the one significant negative effect of group age diversity on aggregate
surface acting likely carries over from the aggregation of both indices from the individual level.
This group level finding lends credence to the idea that, in age diverse groups, older group
members set the tone for emotion regulation. To explore this possibility, supplementary analyses
may separately consider how in-group members and out-group members emotionally regulate
similar to Kim et al (2013). These researchers median split the age diversity variable to create
low age divere groups and high age diverse groups before examining how young group members
and old group members emotionally regulated in each.

General Implications

Diversity and Emotional Labor

The primary goal of this study was to establish a relationship between diversity and
emotional labor as only one past study has explored this relationship – and only at the group
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level (Kim et al., 2013). Although findings across the different dissimilarity and heterogeneity
proxies used are somewhat mixed, it can be reasonalby concluded that diversity is meaningfully
related to emotional labor. Both perceived indices of dissimilarity, objective indices of
dissimilarity, and group diversity indices demonstrated signficant relationships with surface
acting and deep acting. Adding to the theoretical support for such examinations articulated
above, such empirical support supplements the growing body of literature on diversity and
emotional labor, and provides some justification for the continued examination of these
relationships.

Objective Diversity and Perceived Diversity

One of the strengths of the current work is the consideration of both objective diversity
indices and perceived diversity indices at the individual level. Indeed, although the focus in the
extant literature has started shifting towards investigations of perceived diversity (e.g., Hentschel
et al., 2013), the majority of surface-level diversity work focuses on objective differences. One
argument for greater attention to perceived differences holds that differences are only meaningful
if they are perceived (Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002). In this work, it was the case that
perceived diversity demonstrated the most theoretically and empirically consistent relationships
with the hypothesized outcomes. Nonetheless, the relationships evidenced by objective indices of
dissimilarity warrant consideration. As discussed above, there is some empirical and theoretical
basis for some of the unexpected findings. Additionally, past research has demonstrated that
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objective diversity and perceived diversity are only moderately correlated (Harrison et al., 2002),
and this work supplements such findings.
It is interesting that the perceived diverstiy measure, capturing diversity salience in an
abstract way while not specifically assessing any one dimension of diversity, demonstrated the
evidenced relatiosnhips. This is even more intrigung given that the measure demonstrated
neglible relationships with other perceptual measures tapping specific surface-level attributes.
Such patterns raise questions about what dimensions of diversity respondents considered when
making assessments of difference. The small correlatons amongs the perceptual measures would
suggest that such dimensions extend beyond the surface-level attributes that were the focus of
this work.
Across the different individual level analyses, perceived perspectives similarity had to be
controlled for due to its strong associations with the outcome variables. In fact, it was the case
that even after controlling at step 1, perceived perspectives similarity consistently significantly
predicted the outcome at step 2. Perhaps not surprisingly, the correlation between perceived
diversity and perceived perspectives similarity is significant – though still moderate. Together,
these patterns suggest that the perception of diversity is distinct from the objective presence of
diversity. Importantly, it would seem that while surface-level attributes play a role, deep-level
characteristics may be more influential in shaping one’s perception of diversity. The perceived
perspectives similarity scale might reflect individual group members perception of the
informational diversity evident in their teams. Referring to differences in knowledge bases and
perspectives that members bring to the group, informational diversity may be important and
relevant to the project teams than social category diversity.
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Implications for Proposed Framework

Four propositions were made regarding the multi-level framework relating diversity to
emotional labor: 1) diversity can be examined as a situational antecedent of emotional labor, (2)
emotional labor may be a meaningful characteristic of the group level, (3) traditional individual
well-being outcomes of emotional labor should be expanded in addition to incorporating
workgroup well-being outcomes, and (4) knowledge of how emotions operate at other levels
within organizations can be usefully applied to account for how context may further shape these
relationships. The different hypotheses and research questions analyzed in the current can inform
the validity of each assertion.

Diversity is a situational antecedent of emotional labor

Extant literature was relied upon to theorize that in workgroups, the objective presence of
diversity might make conflicts in values more salient thereby engendering emotional labor.
Although such an effect was expected at both the individual level and the group level, the two
are not expected to operate similarly across all situations. Hypothesis three, exploring the
individual level relationship between dissimilarity and emotional labor in surface acting and deep
acting, lends some credence to this notion. As discussed above, this hypothesis did receive some
support when considering perceived diversity. The group level hypothesis of a relationship
between heterogeneity and aggregate emotional labor was not supported.
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The research questions lend some interesting perspective to this proposition. Research
question two examined how change in perceived diversity predicted emotional labor. Although a
null growth model for emotional labor demonstrated that emotional labor was not linearly related
to time, perceived diversity at a midpoint in time did significantly predict emotional labor.
Research question four examined how perceived diversity, measured at time one, predicted
variability (or change) in emotional labor. Perceived diversity, measured at two weeks after
group formation when project work was just beginning, marginally significantly predicted the
effect of time on emotional labor. These findings, using a multi-level approach, provide more
support for the idea that perceived diversity may be considered a situational antecedent of
emotional labor.

Emotional labor may be meaningful at the group level

Although emotional labor is typically explored at the individual level of analysis, some
researchers have begun to explore the construct as a shared emotion regulation response
characteristic of a workgroup. Hypothesis four examined a main effect of heterogeneity on
aggregate surface acting and aggregate deep acting. Additionally, aggregate surface acting and
aggregate deep acting were examinining as mediators of the relationship between heterogeneity
and conflict and creativity in hypotehesis 7 and hypothesis 8, respectively. As has been
discussed, no support was derived for these hypotheses. However, at a minimum, the
combination of indices used to justify aggregation do lend some support to the notion of
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aggregated emotional labor. This is only in relation to aggregate surface acting though, as
aggregate deep acting did not yield sufficient indices.
It is possible that the model suffers from insufficient theorizing about the emergence of
individual-level emotional labor at the group level. Kozlowski and Klein (2000) discuss two
types of unit-level constructs that emerge from the characteristics of individual group members
to characterize the entire workgroup. The first type – shared unit properties – converge similarly
amongst the members. Conversely, configural unit properties recognize that individual
contributions to conigural unit properties are distinctly different. In the current work, aggregation
and testing of emotional labor was done with an orientation towards emotional labor as a shared
unit-level construct. It is possible that emotional labor takes on a configural property at the group
level and would have been better examined as composite aggregate emotional labor construct
comprised of indices of variability in surface acting and deep acting at the individual level.
Providing some support for this suppostion, fitting a null mult-level model for emotional labor
demonstrates that individual mean emotional labor scores vary significantly.

Extended outcomes

The proposed framework extended Grandey’s (2000) model to account for group wellbeing outcomes and advocated for the examination of outcomes not traditioanlly explored in the
diversity literature. At the group level, no relationships between heterogeneity and well-being
outcomes including task conflict, relationship conflict, or creativity were demonstrated. At the
individual level, the relationship between diversity and emotional exhaustion was explored in
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hypothesis 1b and mediation hypothesis 5. As discussed above, perceived diversity was
significantly related to emotional exhaustion. Additionally, objective age dissimilarity exerted
signficiant indirect influence on emotional exhaustion through surface acting. From this
perspective, the continued exploration of more direct well-being outcomes in relation to diversity
at the individual level is supported. Although it is not surprising that diversity can engender
emotional exhastion, it is surprising that no past work has considered this relatiosnhip.

The role of context

The proposed framework attempts to account for factors at more macro and micro levels
that might further shape the relationships hypothesized. In the diversity literature, examinations
at the group level have converged around the idea that objective main effects of diversity will not
be realized without consideration of factors such as task interdependence or climate for diversity
(Joshi & Roh, 2009). Indeed, in the current work none of the group level main effects of
heterogeneity are signfiicant albeit no specific hypotheses on the basis of relational work context
were made or analyzed.
One interesting boundary condition was explored in this work through the mulit-level
research question analyses – time. Research questions one and three were concerned with the
effect of time on perceived diversity and emotional labor. Research question one demonstrated
there was a significant negative linear effect of time on perceived diversity. This suggests that
diversity was significnatly decreasing linearly over time in the student workgroups. Research
question three demonstrated no significant linear effect of time on emotional labor. It is possible
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that change in emotional labor is not linear and that other growth models, potentially quadratic,
should be fitted and analyzed. Nonetheless, the significant linear change in perceived diversity
does contribute to other research that has considered how time shapes the effects of diversity
(Harrison et al., 1998; 2002).

Limitations

The results of the current work do encourage optimism for the proposed framework
although the lack of any strong, or consistent, findings warrants the consideration of limitations
in the study design and analyses. The discussion of limitations is oriented around potential issues
in measurement and the sample employed before moving onto more fully discuss some of the
null findings.

Measurement

One of the more obvious drawbacks in the measurement of study variables was in the
calculation of objective dissimilarity measures. Although past work has used Euclidean distance
measures for the calculation of dissimilarity indices from categorical data, there is debate about
whether such a convention is appropriate (Harrison & Klein, 2007). For the race dissimilarity
index specifically, the score was calculated such that each individual was coded either a Majority
member or a Minority member similar to other investigations calculating distance scores from
categorical race information (Chatman & Spataro, 2005; Kim et al., 2013). Such a formula does
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not capture the true spectrum of diversity evident in the project teams. Future research might
consider other ways to code for racial dissimilarity in a way that does not lose all of the
variablility in racioethnicity. For examle, instead of coding for Majority (white) and Minority
(non-white), each specific group may be assessed for the majority racioethnicity and coding
individual group members can align with that.
For each hypothesis, several different proxies of diversity were tested. At the individual
level, there were multiple proxies of objective dissimilarity and perceived dissimilarity.
Although not done, it would have been most appropriate to confirm the factor structure of these
indices through a confirmatory factor analysis to inform the individual analyses tested. For
example, it is possible that all the perceived indices load onto one factor and all the observed
indices load onto another factor. As such, composite measures of perceptual dissimilarity and
objective dissimilarity would have been more amenable to the examinations.
Finally, although deep acting demonstrated adequate reliability at the individual level,
aggregation was not justified from the perspective of ICC(1), ICC(2), and rwgj indices. This
warrants the need for caution in interpretaion of any analyses involving aggregated deep acting.
It is perhaps not surprising that aggregation of the deep acting measure was not justified. In the
first place, the deep acting assessment was done from the perspective of each individual group
member’s assessment of their own deep acting. It is likely that the group level assessment of
emotional labor would be best done with the appropriate referent – in this case groups members
assessments of how the group collectively seems to deep act. Furthermore, deep acting is more
of an internal experience compared to surface acting which is more visibly apparent. It could be
that deep acting takes longer to coalesce at the group level. Moreover, the specific factor
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structure of emotional labor and the item loadings for each sub-dimension should be confirmed
in this specific sample.

Sample

It is possible that some of the findings are attributable to the sample used to collect data
and test the hypotheses. Across the six classes and fifty groups, there was not a great deal of
variability in age or race. Examination of the distribution of individual dissimilarity indices
reveals that the age dissimilarity index is significantly left skewed with most of the scores piling
on the lower end of the distribution. This suggests that there were not many individuals who
were age dissimilar from their group members. For racial dissimilarity, there is more of a
consistent spread of race dissimilarity indices although, here too, the majority of scores are on
the lower end of the distribution. This extends to the group level Euclidean indices and Blau
indices.
In the sample, the classes could have been further distinguished by whether the groups
were competing against each other or not. This distinction drove the use of a repeated measures
sample and time-lagged data collection sample. Interestingly, there were signicant differences
between these “sub-samples” in emotional exhaustion such that individuals in the repeated
measures sample reported significantly more emotional exhaustion. In this sample of groups
teams were working semester long on various projects while, in the other classes, the teams had
one final group project to complete and turn in. It may be that the nature of group work was more
involved in the repeated measures sample which was evidenced by emotional exhaustion finding.
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Although analyses were done collectively on all data from the repeated measures sample and
time-lagged sample, the repeated measures sample alone may be most amenable to the
exploration of the study hypotheses.

Null Group Level Results

It is disappointing that none of the analyses at the workgroup level were supported.
Although there are some potential issues with the use of mean Euclidean distance measures that
carry over from problems at the individual level, there are no obvious drawbacks to the use of
Blau indices. Nonetheless, it was not entirely unexpected given that the objective presence of
diversity is not likely to consistently affect positive or negative outcomes in and of itself.
Although it is a limiation that the current study did not consider moderators of the proposed main
effects, future research might consider how task interdepedence or the climate for inclusion
moderates the main effects hypothesized. It is likely that the greater task indepedence may
amplify the effects of diversity on the outcomes explored while a groups inclusion climate may
attenuate those effects. Considering aggregate surface acting for example, the more
interdependent the group task, the more evident the effects of group diversity on aggregate
surface acting would be. Exploring such a moderation effect in the current sample may be fitting
given the likely variability in task interdependence across the sub-samples.
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Conclusions and Future Research

In conclusion, by applying a multi-level perspective, accurate theory-driven
measurement, and the simulataneous examination of perceived and objective diversity, the
current work makes a strong contribution to the field of diversity. Importantly, it lays the
groundwork for continued examinations of the relationship between diversity and emotional
labor. Together, the discussion of findings at the individual level and the mostly null effects at
the group level imply a modified multi-level model of diversity and emotional labor. At the
individual level, individual dissimilarity predicts perceived diversity which is then related to
emotional labor and subsequent outcomes. This revision models the evident difference between
objective diversity and perceived diversity and parallels the differentiation between objective
characteristics of an organizational context and interpretive perceptions of climate in the climate
literature (see James & Jones, 1976).
At the group level, workgroup diversity is related to aggregate variability in emotional
labor which is related to group level outcomes. The fact that there was significant individual
variability in emotional labor lends credence to the notion that aggregate emotional labor is best
modeled as configural compilation of individual, variable inputs. In addition to the effect of
individual dissimilarity on perceived diversity, workgroup diversity is also hypothesized to
directly influence perceived diversity. This direct effect of the groups objective diversity on the
individual level perception of diversity reflects the idea that the perception of diversity will
always be constrained by the group context. The subsequent discussion is oriented around
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analyses with the existing data that might further inform the revised model and future research to
attempt replications of the existing findings.

Follow-Up Analyses

The CFA to confirm discrimination amongst the study variables and the re-calculation of
objective indices of dissimilarity for race have already been discussed. After making these
adjustments, the relationship between objective dissimilarity and perceived diversity might be
explored. Furthermore, in addition to analyzing perceived diversity as a mediator of the
relationship between dissimilarity and emotional labor, a serial mediation model might be
examined that captures the entire revised individual level of the framework. To supplement the
findings regarding age dissimilarity, one variation might specifically test age dissimilarity,
natural emotional display, and commitment. Perceived diversity measured at later time points
might be tested as well to more conclusively determine when the perception of diversity matters
most. Standard deviations may be aggregated to capture aggregate emotional labor variability.
Finally, multi-level modeling can be employed to test the level two effect of workgroup diversity
on perceived diversity.

Replication

This study is particularly interesting because of the combination of findings that both
support theory in some places and contradict theory in others. Additionally some findings - such
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as the relationship between perceived diversity and emotional exhaustion – have not been thus
far empirically tested. Nonetheless, they all have important implications for our understanding of
the effects of diversity. In this vein, testing these relationships with a new methodology is a
necessary first step.
Cross-sectional methodology might be utilized as an attempted replication of the current
findings. Although the time-lagged methodology employed in this study was rigorous, it may not
have been most appropriate for examinations of the effects of diversity. Indeed, in most
examinations of perceptual diversity effects, outcome measurement is done immediately as the
perception of diversity decreases over time. The results of the research question analyses
corrobate this as it was the case that perceived diversity significantly decreased over time.
Considering the evident distinction between perceived diveristy and objective diversity,
open-ended questions may be used in the proposed cross-sectional study to try to capture the
dimensions of difference participants are considering as the make assessments of perceived
diversity. One variation of this methodology might simply sample individuals in work teams and
the outcomes – emotional labor, emotional exhaustion, and commitment. This would capture just
the individual level but the classes utilitzed might be re-sampled cross-sectionally in an attempt
to replicate findings for both levels.
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Appendix A: Recruitment Statement
Experiences of Individuals within Teams Information Sheet
My name is Ruth Imose and I am a second-year graduate student in the Psychology department
here at NIU and I would like to request your participation in my MA thesis study. I am exploring
team processes in an effort to understand mechanisms that are advantageous or detrimental to
final performance. As part of student project teams for the duration of your course, you have a
wealth of information to provide in this regard.
The study consists of three surveys that will be administered over the course of the semester.
These surveys explore aspects of how you interact and relate to your project team. Each survey
should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. Each survey, administered through the online
tool SurveyMonkey, will be open for five days to be completed at your convenience.
All information provided will remain confidential. Because the study comprises multiple surveys
to be completed at different times, you will be asked to provide your e-mail in the initial survey.
Your e-mail will only be used to contact you for remaining surveys- this information will not be
linked to any responses you provide.
As a survey username, you will be instructed to generate an 8-digit individual identifier. This
will consist of your 6-digit birthday and last 2 digits of your Z-id. On each survey, you will also
be asked to provide the project team name you generate in class. When you enter your team’s
name, you will be asked to provide your course instructor’s last name and section number.
This information is included on the surveys.
Survey administration will go as follows:
Survey 1
Survey 2
Survey 3

Survey Open Date
Monday February 2nd
Monday March 2nd
Monday March 30th

Survey Close Date
Friday February 6th
Friday March 6th
Friday April 3rd

I appreciate your contribution to science and a better understanding of team processes! If you
have any questions regarding this study or would like a summary of the results, feel free to
contact the researcher at:
Ruth Imose
Graduate Student
Department of Psychology
Email: ruthimose@gmail.com
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Appendix B: Sub-Sample Descriptives
Time-Lagged Sample
Team

Size

Missing?

% Missing
0

Age
Range
25-54

Racial
MakeUp
2 white, 1
hispanic, 1
asian, 1 mixed

Gender
MakeUp
5 Females

Almost MBA’s

5

0

Arnolds Advocates

5

1

20%

28-44

2 white, 2 asian

4 Males

Ben Franklin

5

2

40%

20-21

3 white

Bottlenecks

6

0

0

26-43

2 hispanic, 1
black, 3 white

2 females, 1
male
2 females, 4
males

Cyrus the Great
Dalai Lama

5
5

3
1

60%
20%

20-21
20-24

2 white
3 white, 1 black

2 females
4 males

Fury

5

0

0

23-47

2 asian, 3 white

Gandhi

5

3

60%

22-24

Genghis Khan

5

2

40%

21-23

1 hispanic, 1
white
3 white

2 females, 3
males
2 females

Guardians
Leaders123

6
4

0
0

0
0

28-49
24-32

6 white
2 white, 1 asian,
1 mixed

2 females, 1
male
6 males
2 males, 2
females

Malcolm X

5

0

0

19-28

3 asian, 2 white

5 females

Perfect Strangers

6

0

0

25-48

Power Corner

5

0

0

24-37

4 white, 2
hispanic
4 white, 1 black

5 males, 1
female
5 males

Seis

5

1

20%

25-34

2 asian, 2 white

4 females

Shackleton

5

1

20%

20-33

Sin Nombre

5

0

0

23-38

1 hispanic, 3
white
4 white, 1 asian

SPROG

5

1

20%

26-53

2 white, 1 asian,
1 hispanic

2 males, 2
females
2 females, 3
males
3 males, 1
female

Team 1

5

0

0

27-37

2 asian, 3 white

Team 2

5

1

20%

22-33

2 white, 1 black,
1 hispanic

Team 3

5

0

0

21-41

4 white, 1 asian

Team 4

5

0

0

26-36

Team 5

5

2

40%

33-36

1 black, 3 white,
1 asian
2 white, 1 asian

1 female, 4
males
3 males, 1
female
2 females, 3
males
1 female, 4
males
1 female, 2
males
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Team 6

5

0

0

28-43

3 asian, 2 white

Team America
Transformers

5
6

2
0

40%
0

26-31
24-44

3 white
5 white, 1 black

1 female, 4
males
3 male
3 female, 3
male
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Repeated Measures Sample
Team

Size

Missing?

% Missing

Age Range

Advantage
Shoe
Andrews

4

0

0

20-30

6

0

0

25-55

Awesome
Angels
B&G Fitz

4

0

0

21-22

4

1

25%

22-28

Baldwin
Blak
C-Shell Shore
Shoes
Chester
Crazy Shoe

6
4
4

0
1
0

0
25%
0

24-32
21-23
22-27

6
4

0
1

0
25%

26-44
21-22

D Rose Shoes
Digby

5
6

2
0

40%
0

22-23
25-42

Dynamite
Dockers
Epoch Shoe
Erie

4

0

0

21-22

3
5

0
0

0
0

21-29
25-34

Everything is
Awesome
Ferris

4

0

0

21-24

6

0

0

26-45

Footwalkers

4

0

0

21-29

Fortune
Footwear
Galaxy Shoes

3

0

0

21-33

3

0

0

20-23

Gorilla Shoes

4

0

0

22-26

HBIC
High Haughty
Kicks
Inherent Speed

5
4

1
0

20%
0

21-23
21-23

4

0

0

22-25

Instep

2

0

0

22-45

Racial
MakeUp
3 black, 1
white
5 white, 1
black
1 hispanic, 3
white
2 asian, 1
mixed
6 white
3 white
4 white

Gender MakeUp

3 white, 3 asian
1 hispanic, 2
white
3 white
1 hispanic, 1
asian, 4 white
3 white, 1 asian

4 females, 2 males
3 males

2 white, 1 asian
4 white, 1
hispanic
2 asian, 1
mixed, 1 white
5 white, 1
hispanic
3 white, 1
black
2 mixed, 1
white
1 asian, 1
white, 1
hispanic
3 white, 1
hispanic
4 white
1 mixed, 3
white
2 white, 1
asian, 1
hispanic
2 white

3 males
4 females, 1 male

2 males, 2 female
6 males
4 males
3 females
3 females, 3 males
3 males
3 males, 1 female

3 males
2 females, 4 male
3 females, 1 male

1 male, 3 females
4 females, 2 males
4 males
2 females, 1 male
3 males
4 males
4 females
4 females
2 males, 2 females
2 males
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Appendix C: Demographics and Perceptual Measures of Dissimilarity
Demographics
1. Project Team Name: (please provide team name, your professors last name, and 2-digit
section number)
2. Project Team Size: (# of members including yourself) ___
3. ID: (Enter your 6-digit birthday followed by the last 2 digits of your Z-id)
4. Age: (years) ____
5. Classification: (Please select one: Freshman/Sophomore/Junior/Senior/Graduate Student)
6. Gender: (Please select one: Male/Female)
7. Race:
a. White
b. Black
c. Hispanic/Latino
d. Asian/Pacific Islander
e. Native American
f. Biracial
g. Other: ___
Perceived Similarity, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 1-5, Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree
1. In my project team, my fellow team members are similar to me in terms of race
2. In my project team, my fellow team members are similar to me in terms of age
3. In my project team, my fellow team members similar to me in terms of gender
Perceived Diversity Scale, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 1-5, Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree
1. When I am supposed to describe my project team, I automatically think about the differences
among my fellow team members
2. I am very aware of the differences among my fellow project team members
3. I sometimes think about the differences among the members in our team
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Appendix D: Emotional Labor Measure
Emotional Labor Scale, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 1-5, Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree
Surface Acting
1. I put on an act in order to deal with my fellow project team members in an appropriate way
2. I fake a good mood when interacting with other team members
3. I put on a “show” or “performance” when interacting with other team members
4. I have to just pretend to have the emotions I need to display within my team
5. I put on a “mask” in order to display the emotions I need for my group
6. I show feelings to other group members that are different from what I feel inside
7. I fake the emotions I show when dealing with group members
Deep Acting
8. I try to actually experience the emotions that I must show to my fellow project team members
9. I make an effort to actually feel the emotions that I need to display toward others
10. I work hard to feel the emotions that I need to show to other team members
11. I work at developing the feelings inside of me that I need to show to team members
Naturally Felt Emotions
12. The emotions I express to other team members are genuine
13. The emotions I show to other team members come naturally
14. The emotions I show team members match what I spontaneously feel
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Appendix E: Well-Being Outcomes
Individual Well-Being
Commitment Scale, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 1-5, Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree
1. I talk up this project team to my friends as a great group to work in
2. I am very committed to my project team
3. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this work unit
4. I feel a sense of ownership for this project team rather than being just an employee
Emotional Exhaustion Scale, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 0-6, (0) never, (1) a few times a year or less, (2) once a month or less, (3) a few
times a month, (4) once a week, (5) a few times a week, (6) every day
1. I feel emotionally drained from working with my project team
2. I feel used up after a week of classes
3. I feel tired when I get up in the morning and have to face another day of coursework
4. Completing coursework is really a strain for me
5. I feel burned out from my work
Workgroup Well-Being
Intragroup Conflict Scale, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 1-5, None to A Lot
Relationship Conflict
1. How much friction is present in your project team
2. To what extent are personality clashes present in your project team?
3. How much anger is present in your project team?
4. How much emotional conflict is there in your project team?
Task Conflict
5. To what extent are there differences of opinions regarding the task in your project team?
6. How often do people in your project team disagree about the work being done?
7. How frequently are there disagreements about the task you are working on in your project
team?
8. How often do people in your project team disagree about ideas regarding the task?
Workgroup Creativity Scale, revised to reflect project team context
On a scale from 1-5, Not At All Characteristic to Very Characteristic
“Please indicate how often the following statements characterize this workgroup”
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1. Demonstrated originality in their work
2. Took risks in terms of producing new ideas in completing their project
3. Tried out new ideas and approaches to problems
4. Often has new and innovative ideas
5. Often has a fresh approach to problems
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Appendix F: Missing data strategy
Newman (2014) discusses three levels at which missing data can exist: the item-,
construct- and person-level. In this sample, there was a potential for 237 respondents of which
217 were at least partial respondents, and 108 responded to each survey. At the construct-level of
missing data, Newman (2014) advocates for the use of stronger techniques when the ratio of
partial respondent to total respondents exceeds 10%. With 217 partial respondents of the 237person possible sample, the sample does not meet that specific threshold for the use of stronger
missing data techniques.
To make decisions about how to handle the missing data, three specific perspectives were
considered. First, construct-level missing-ness, the extent to which respondents completely
skipped scales was more closely evaluated by examining 1) the number of cases missing for each
study-relevant variable and 2) the pattern of responding for each respondent across the studyrelevant variables. Finally, to understand the potential missing data mechanism present in the
data, the pattern of correlations among variables created to represent missing and valid data for
each study-relevant variable was analyzed.
First, individual scale frequencies (11 study-relevant) were examined to identify whether
there were any variables that had responses from less than half of the 217 respondent sample,
<108 cases. For scales administered just once, the missing cases ranged from a minimum of 19 to
37. The 37 missing cases are on the outcome variables, administered on the 3rd and 4th time in
the cross-sectional sample and repeated measures sample, respectively. Repeated measures were
administered to 100 of the sample’s respondents. This implies a problematic threshold of scales
with less than 50 cases. Ten study relevant variables were administered to this sample; missing
cases ranged from 10 to 15. From this missing data perspective, none of the analysis-relevant
variables appear particularly problematic.
Next, the extent to which specific respondents were missing data across the studyrelevant variables was analyzed. A variable capturing the number of missing/valid responses on
each scale for each of the 217 sample respondents was created. Only 28 respondents had missing
data for more than half of the study-relevant variables. Using only pairwise deletion, the n sizes
would not significantly differ from the sample total. In the repeated measures sub-sample of 100
cases, 73 of them are not missing data on any variable converging on the same conclusion.
Finally, the pattern of missing data was analyzed. In SPSS, each analysis-relevant
variable was recoded into a dichotomous missing/valid response for each of the respondents. The
bivariate correlations amongst these variables were analyzed. Interestingly, the pattern of
missing data is significantly correlated amongst surveys that were administered together. These
correlations amongst the outcome variables – emotional exhaustion, commitment, and conflict –
were significant. These correlations for the emotion management scales were also significant.
Correlations for these variables across survey administrations are not significant (e.g., the
correlation between the probability of an invalid response for perceived diversity and emotional
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exhaustion is not significant). This suggests the pattern of non-response across survey
administrations is not systematic and completely at random despite some issues with system nonresponse within variables administered in each survey.
The decision was made to use pairwise deletion to handle missing data across the
different analysis-relevant variables. At the construct-level, the analyses described above do not
indicate any significant problems. Because the pattern of nonresponse within survey
administrations is suggestive of data that is not missing completely at random, the decision not to
use stronger missing data analytic techniques (e.g., maximum likelihood or multiple imputation)
on the dataset does suggest some sample generalizability issues. With single imputation methods,
parameter estimates such as the standard errors may still be underestimated (Graham, 2009).
However, a priori power analyses indicated that 89 subjects were needed to have 95% power to
detect a small effect (0.15) when employing the .05 criterion of statistical significance
controlling for up to seven empirically or theoretically related variables. As such, without any
missing data techniques, the 108 respondents who provided full data yielded the individual
analyses adequately powered which suggests an advantage in being able to detect a true effect.
Mean imputation was used for any scale responses on which the respondent missed no
more than two items. The advantage of this single imputation technique is that it minimizes some
of the limitations of pairwise deletion (Graham, 2009). This resulted in the addition of 50 more
respondents with complete cases bringing the sample of full respondents up to 158.
At the group level, power analyses indicate that 55 groups would be necessary to detect a
small effect (0.20) controlling for up to two variables at 90% power. With complete data for 33
groups, group-level analyses will be underpowered. However, much of the group data is
aggregated from the individual-level data. Because of the substantial effect of nonresponse on
work group diversity indices (Allen, Stanley, Williams, & Ross, 2007), all group-level
hypotheses will be analyzed with the 33-group sample. In an exploratory fashion, analyses will
also be conducted on all the groups using pairwise deletion.
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Appendix G: Regression Assumption Analyses
The data was assessed to confirm that the assumptions for the use of multiple linear
regression were satisfied. Additionally, the data was screened for outliers and the extent to which
any potential outliers had significant biasing influence was assessed. The relevant analyses and
their implications are discussed below.
The main regression assumptions that were assessed include: 1) that the model is linear
and correctly specified, 2) homoscedasticity, that the variance of the residuals homogeneous
across levels of levels of predicted values, 3) independence of residuals, that the errors associated
with one observation have little to no relationship with errors associated with other observations,
and 4) normality of residuals, that the residuals are normally distributed. The assumption that
there is no measurement error in the independent variables – reliability – is discussed separately
for predictors at the individual- and group-level.
For the first assumption, the residuals for each model were plotted against study
independent variables and predicted values. These scatterplots were examined for the extent to
which a linear form was evident. Each independent variable was also plotted against each
dependent variable to detect linear form. To assess the assumption of heteroscedasticity, these
same scatterplots were examined for the extent to which there was a consistent and even spread.
To assess independence of residuals the residuals were plotted against the study-relevant
variables by order of administration. Finally, histograms of residuals and q-q plots of residuals
were assessed to evaluate the assumption of normality of residuals. The histograms were
assessed for the extent to which they were normally distributed and q-q plots were assessed for
the extent to which linear form was evident.
The data was also screened for outliers. Extremity on the independent variables was
assessed with leverage statistics. Extremity on the dependent variables was assessed with
distributions of studentized residuals. The specific impact on any one observation on the
regression coefficients was examined with Cook’s D statistics. Ultimately, the decision was
made not to eliminate any cases. These analyses revealed that the most extreme cases were on
the objective independent variables. In this sample, the objective independent variables were
calculated from demographic information of each respondent. As such, extreme values are not
indicative of idiosyncratic responding but simply reflect individuals who are very dissimilar in
demographic characteristics relative to other group members.
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Appendix H: Tests for Differences Across Samples
Data was collected from six undergraduate courses and graduate courses; some that
completed semester-long group projects and others that completed segmented group projects. To
determine whether classification (graduate course/undergraduate course), sub-sample (crosssectional/repeated measures), or the classes generally, needed to be controlled for in subsequent
hypothesis testing, t-tests and ANOVAs were conducted to see whether these variables had
statistically significantly different effects on the outcomes or emotional labor.
Individual level. Independent t-tests were used to determine whether mean responses on
the individual-level outcomes (group commitment and emotional exhaustion) significantly
differed between the two samples (cross-sectional and repeated measures). The two samples did
not significantly differ in their levels of commitment (p = 0.31). The two did significantly differ
in their levels of emotional exhaustion (p = 0.01) such that the repeated measures sample
reported significantly more emotional exhaustion (M = 3.0) than the cross-sectional sample (M =
2.6). Students in either sample did not significantly differ in the self-reported emotional labor (p
= 0.10). T-tests were also used to identify any significant mean differences in the outcomes or
emotional labor existed based on the classification (graduate course or undergraduate course).
Analyses revealed no significant differences in emotional exhaustion, commitment, or emotional
labor.
One-way ANOVAs were used to determine whether mean responses on the individuallevel outcomes (group commitment and emotional exhaustion) and emotional labor significantly
differed amongst the six classes. Again, the six classes did not significantly differ in their levels
of commitment (p = 0.48). They also did not significantly differ in their self-report emotional
labor (p = 0.34). The classes did significantly differ in their levels of emotional exhaustion (p =
0.03). The courses structured so that project teams were working intensively against each other
for the duration of the semester reported higher levels of emotional exhaustion than the other
courses assessed. Finally, ANOVAs for the effect of the project team revealed no significant
differences in emotional labor (p = 0.14) and significant project team differences in both
outcomes commitment (p < 0.001) and emotional exhaustion (p = 0.02). These analyses provide
support for the use of sub-sample, class, and project team in individual-level analyses.
Group level. Independent t-tests were used to determine whether the groups significantly
differed on the outcomes (intragroup conflict and creativity) or aggregated emotional labor by
sub-sample, class, or the course classification (undergraduate course or graduate course). The
repeated measure sample did not significantly differ from the cross-sectional on their selfreported aggregate intragroup conflict (p = 0.7) or emotional labor (p = 0.98). The samples did
significantly differ on their creativity assessments, p < .05, such that groups sampled crosssectionally received higher creativity ratings (M = 3.82) than groups sampled repeatedly (M =
2.88). There were no significant mean differences on conflict, p = 0.14, or creativity, p = 0.99, or
emotional labor, p = 0.61, between undergraduate and graduate level courses.
To test for any differences on the outcomes amongst the six classes, a one-way ANOVA
was run. The six classes did not significantly differ on their mean self-report intragroup conflict
or emotional labor. The classes did significantly differ in their creativity assessment, p = .008.
Analysis of the means suggests this may be due to differences in course design that prompted the
sub-sample. Groups in classes sampled from repeatedly received lower mean creativity ratings
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(M range: 2.87-2.88) than groups in classes sample cross-sectionally (M range: 3.8-4.4). To
account for these differences demonstrated in the above analyses, sub-sample and class will be
controlled for in addition to other covariates.
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Appendix I: Main Effect Regression Tables
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Commitment
Objective Race Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Race
Perceived Perspectives Similarity

β

B

0.19
0.25

0.06

SE

t

0.10
0.22

0.041
0.067

2.50*
3.32**

0.13

0.19

0.69

β

B

SE

t

0.19
0.25

0.10
0.22

0.041
0.067

2.50*
3.32**

0.13

0.02

0.011

1.77

F(2,162) = 8.28**
R2 = 0.09

Step 2

Objective Race Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0.003
Full Model Statistics

F(3,161) = 5.66**
R2 = 0.095
Adjusted R2 = 0.079
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Objective Age Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Race
Perceived Perspectives Similarity
F(2,162) = 8.28**
R2 = 0.09

Step 2

Objective Age Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0.017
Full Model Statistics

F(3,161) = 6.64**
R2 = 0.110
Adjusted R2 = 0.094
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Race Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Race
Perceived Perspectives Similarity

β

B

0.19
0.25

0.10

SE

t

0.10
0.22

0.041
0.067

2.50*
3.32**

0.06

0.051

1.17

F(2,162) = 8.28**
R2 = 0.09

Step 2

Perceived Race Similarity
ΔR2 = 0.008
Full Model Statistics

F(3,161) = 5.99**
R2 = 0.100
Adjusted R2 = 0.084
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Perceived Age Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Race
Perceived Perspectives Similarity

β

B

0.19
0.25

-0.07

SE

t

0.10
0.22

0.041
0.067

2.50*
3.32**

-0.04

0.047

-0.93

F(2,162) = 8.28**
R2 = 0.09

Step 2

Perceived Age Similarity
ΔR2 = 0.005
Full Model Statistics

F(3,161) = 5.80**
R2 = 0.098
Adjusted R2 = 0.081
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Diversity
Predictors
Step 1
Race
Perceived Perspectives Similarity

β

B

0.19
0.25

-0.05

SE

t

0.10
0.22

0.041
0.067

2.50*
3.32**

-0.05

0.076

-0.71

F(2,162) = 8.28**
R2 = 0.09

Step 2
Perceived Diversity

ΔR2 = 0.003
Full Model Statistics
F(3,161) = 5.67**
R2 = 0.096
Adjusted R2 = 0.079
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Emotional Exhaustion
Objective Race Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Race
Team
Sample
Class
Perceived Race Similarity

β

B

SE

t

-0.29
-0.11
-0.14
-0.08
0.08
0.16

-0.03
-0.07
-0.01
-0.14
0.04
0.11

0.009
0.049
0.005
0.257
0.072
0.054

-3.73**
-1.43
-1.63
-0.56
0.50
1.96*

0.05

0.12

0.249

0.48

F(6,161) = 6.07**
R2 = 0.18
Step 3
Objective Race Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0.001
Full Model Statistics
F(7,160) = 5.21*
R2 = 0.19
Adjusted R2 = 0.15
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Objective Age Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Race
Team
Sample
Class
Perceived Race Similarity

β

B

SE

t

-0.29
-0.11
-0.14
-0.08
0.08
0.16

-0.03
-0.07
-0.01
-0.14
0.04
0.11

0.009
0.049
0.005
0.257
0.072
0.054

-3.73**
-1.43
-1.63
-0.56
0.50
1.96*

-0.05

-0.01

0.016

-0.47

F(6,161) = 6.07**
R2 = 0.18
Step 3
Objective Age Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0.001
Full Model Statistics
F(7,160) = 5.21**
R2 = 0.19
Adjusted R2 = 0.15
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Race Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Race
Team
Sample
Class
Objective Dissimilarity

β

B

SE

t

-0.32
-0.17
-0.16
-0.12
0.12
0.01

-0.04
-0.11
-0.01
-0.21
0.06
0.02

0.009
0.048
0.005
0.258
0.072
0.013

-3.74**
-2.23*
-1.81
-0.83
0.76
0.16

0.17

0.12

0.056

2.08*

F(6,161) = 5.3**
R2 = 0.17
Step 3
Perceived Race Similarity
ΔR2 = 0.02
Full Model Statistics
F(7,160) = 5.26**
R2 = 0.19
Adjusted R2 = 0.15
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Age Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Race
Team
Sample
Class
Objective Dissimilarity

β

B

SE

t

-0.32
-0.17
-0.16
-0.12
0.12
0.01

-0.04
-0.11
-0.01
-0.21
0.06
0.02

0.009
0.048
0.005
0.258
0.072
0.013

-3.74**
-2.23*
-1.81
-0.83
0.76
0.16

-0.01

-0.01

0.059

-0.11

F(6,161) = 5.3**
R2 = 0.17
Step 3
Perceived Age Similarity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(7,160) = 4.52**
R2 = 0.17
Adjusted R2 = 0.13
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Diversity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Race
Team
Sample
Class
Objective Dissimilarity

β

B

SE

t

-0.32
-0.17
-0.16
-0.12
0.12
0.01

-0.04
-0.11
-0.01
-0.21
0.06
0.02

0.009
0.048
0.005
0.260
0.073
0.013

-3.71**
-2.21*
-1.80
-0.82
0.75
0.16

0.18

0.21

0.084

2.45*

F(6,158) = 5.2**
R2 = 0.17
Step 3
Perceived Diversity
ΔR2 = 0.03
Full Model Statistics
F(7,157) = 5.46**
R2 = 0.20
Adjusted R2 = 0.16
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Surface Acting
Objective Race Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Perceived Perspectives Similarity
Team

β

B

SE

t

-0.21
-0.25
-0.12

-0.02
-0.24
-0.01

0.008
0.070
0.004

-2.82**
-3.43**
-1.68

-0.06

-0.15

0.184

-0.81

F(3,169) = 7.4**
R2 = 0.12
Step 3
Objective Race Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0.003
Full Model Statistics
F(4,168) = 5.7**
R2 = 0.12
Adjusted R2 = 0.10
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

150
Objective Age Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Perceived Perspectives Similarity
Team

β

B

SE

t

-0.21
-0.25
-0.12

-0.02
-0.24
-0.01

0.008
0.070
0.004

-2.82**
-3.43**
-1.68

-0.17

-0.03

0.015

-1.74

F(3,169) = 7.4**
R2 = 0.12
Step 3
Objective Age Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0.016
Full Model Statistics
F(4,168) = 6.38**
R2 = 0.13
Adjusted R2 = 0.11
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Race Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Perceived Perspectives Similarity
Objective Dissimilarity
Team

β

B

SE

t

-0.17
-0.25
-0.08
-0.11

-0.02
-0.24
-0.10
-0.01

0.008
0.070
0.104
0.004

-2.05*
-3.43**
-0.10
-1.42

0.01

0.01

0.052

0.16

F(4,167) = 5.77**
R2 = 0.12
Step 3
Perceived Race Similarity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(5,166) = 4.59**
R2 = 0.12
Adjusted R2 = 0.10
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

152
Perceived Age Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Perceived Perspectives Similarity
Objective Dissimilarity
Team

β

B

SE

t

-0.17
-0.25
-0.08
-0.11

-0.02
-0.24
-0.10
-0.01

0.008
0.070
0.104
0.004

-2.05*
-3.43**
-0.10
-1.42

0

0

0.056

-0.04

F(4,167) = 5.77**
R2 = 0.12
Step 3
Perceived Age Similarity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(5,166) = 4.59**
R2 = 0.12
Adjusted R2 = 0.10
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Diversity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Perceived Perspectives Similarity
Objective Dissimilarity
Team

β

B

SE

t

-0.17
-0.25
-0.08
-0.11

-0.02
-0.24
-0.10
-0.01

0.008
0.070
0.104
0.004

-2.05*
-3.43**
-0.10
-1.42

0.05

0.05

0.081

0.63

F(4,168) = 5.8**
R2 = 0.12
Step 3
Perceived Diversity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(5,167) = 4.7**
R2 = 0.12
Adjusted R2 = 0.10
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Acting
Objective Race Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Objective Age Dissimilarity
Perceived Diversity

β

B

SE

t

-0.20
-0.01
0.16

-0.02
0
0.16

0.010
0.015
0.077

-1.99*
-0.09
2.10*

-0.01

-0.03

0.181

-0.16

β

B

SE

t

-0.20
0.16

-0.02
0.16

0.008
0.077

-2.72**
2.11*

-0.01

0

0.015

-0.09

F(3,169) = 4.27*
R2 = 0.07
Step 3
Objective Race Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(4,168) = 3.19*
R2 = 0.07
Adjusted R2 = 0.05
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Objective Age Dissimilarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Perceived Diversity
F(2,170) = 6.44**
R2 = 0.07
Step 3
Objective Age Dissimilarity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics

F(3,169) = 4.27*
R2 = 0.07
Adjusted R2 = 0.05
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Race Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Objective Age Dissimilarity
Perceived Diversity

β

B

SE

t

-0.20
-0.01
0.16

-0.02
0
0.16

0.010
0.015
0.077

-1.99*
-0.09
2.09*

0.04

0.03

0.047

0.54

F(3,168) = 4.24**
R2 = 0.07
Step 3
Perceived Race Similarity
ΔR2 = 0.002
Full Model Statistics
F(4,167) = 3.24*
R2 = 0.07
Adjusted R2 = 0.05
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Perceived Age Similarity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Objective Age Dissimilarity
Perceived Diversity

β

B

SE

t

-0.20
-0.01
0.16

-0.02
0
0.16

0.010
0.015
0.077

-1.99*
-0.09
2.09*

0.03

0.02

0.061

0.34

F(3,168) = 4.24**
R2 = 0.07
Step 3
Perceived Age Similarity
ΔR2 = 0.001
Full Model Statistics
F(4,167) = 3.20*
R2 = 0.07
Adjusted R2 = 0.05
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Perceived Diversity
Predictors
Step 1
Age
Objective Age Dissimilarity

β

B

SE

t

-0.20
-0.02

-0.02
0

0.010
0.016

-2.03*
-0.20

0.16

0.16

0.077

2.1*

F(2,170) = 4.12*
R2 = 0.05
Step 3
Perceived Diversity
ΔR2 = 0.02
Full Model Statistics
F(3,169) = 4.27**
R2 = 0.07
Adjusted R2 = 0.05
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Intragroup Task Conflict
Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Size

β

B

0.07

0.04

0.076

0.48

-0.02

-0.01

0.107

-0.13

SE

t

F(1,46) = 0.23
R2 = 0.01

Step 2

Workgroup Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics

F(2,45) = 0.12
R2 = 0.01
Adjusted R2 = -0.04
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Racial Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Size

β

B

0.07

0.04

0.076

0.48

0.02

0.02

0.214

0.11

SE

t

F(1,46) = 0.23
R2 = 0.01

Step 2

Workgroup Racial Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics

F(2,45) = 0.12
R2 = 0.01
Adjusted R2 = -0.04
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Age Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Size

β

B

0.07

0.04

0.076

0.48

-0.13

-0.01

0.013

-0.85

SE

t

F(1,46) = 0.23
R2 = 0.01

Step 2

Workgroup Age Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.02
Full Model Statistics

F(2,45) = 0.48
R2 = 0.02
Adjusted R2 = -0.02
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Intragroup Relationship Conflict
Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Size

β

B

SE

t

-0.04

-0.03

0.094

-0.27

-0.14

-0.12

0.130

-0.94

β

B

SE

t

-0.04

-0.03

0.094

-0.27

-0.07

-0.13

0.262

-0.50

F(1,46) = 0.07
R2 = 0.002

Step 2

Workgroup Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.02
Full Model Statistics

F(2,45) = 0.48
R2 = 0.02
Adjusted R2 = -0.02
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Racial Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Size
F(1,46) = 0.07
R2 = 0.002

Step 2

Workgroup Racial Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.01
Full Model Statistics

F(2,45) = 0.16
R2 = 0.01
Adjusted R2 = -0.04
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Age Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Size

β

B

SE

t

-0.04

-0.03

0.094

-0.27

-0.29

-0.03

0.016

-2.04*

F(1,46) = 0.07
R2 = 0.002

Step 2

Workgroup Age Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.08*
Full Model Statistics

F(2,45) = 2.11
R2 = 0.09
Adjusted R2 = 0.05
*p < .05. **p < .01 The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Creativity
Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Class
Sample

β

B

SE

t

-0.18
0.62

-0.10
1.27

0.152
0.55

-0.66
2.32*

0.03

0.04

0.205

0.18

F(2,47) = 6.84**
R2 = 0.23
Step 3
Workgroup Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(3,46) = 4.48**
R2 = 0.23
Adjusted R2 = 0.18
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Racial Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Class
Sample

β

B

SE

t

-0.18
0.62

-0.10
1.27

0.152
0.55

-0.66
2.32*

-0.02

-0.08

0.619

-0.13

β

B

SE

t

-0.18
0.62

-0.10
1.27

0.152
0.55

-0.66
2.32*

0

-0.02

0.532

-0.03

F(2,47) = 6.84**
R2 = 0.23
Step 3
Workgroup Racial Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics
F(3,46) = 4.47**
R2 = 0.23
Adjusted R2 = 0.18
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Age Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Class
Sample
F(2,47) = 6.84**
R2 = 0.23
Step 3
Workgroup Age Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0
Full Model Statistics

F(3,46) = 4.47**
R2 = 0.23
Adjusted R2 = 0.18
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Aggregated Surface Acting
Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Group Size
Group Emotion Work Requirements

β

B

0.08
0.34

-0.22

SE

t

0.04
0.35

0.077
0.144

0.55
2.45*

-0.16

0.105

-1.55

β

B

SE

t

0.08
0.34

0.04
0.35

0.077
0.144

0.55
2.45*

-0.25

-0.38

0.224

-1.71

F(2,46) = 3.33*
R2 = 0.13
Step 3
Workgroup Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.04
Full Model Statistics
F(3,45) = 3.09*
R2 = 0.17
Adjusted R2 = 0.12
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Racial Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Group Size
Group Emotion Work Requirements
F(2,46) = 3.33*
R2 = 0.13
Step 3
Workgroup Racial Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.05
Full Model Statistics

F(3,45) = 3.29*
R2 = 0.18
Adjusted R2 = 0.13
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Age Diversity
Predictors
Step 1
Group Size
Group Emotion Work Requirements

β

B

0.08
0.34

-0.28

SE

t

0.04
0.35

0.077
0.144

0.55
2.45*

-0.03

0.013

-2.01

F(2,46) = 3.33*
R2 = 0.13
Step 3
Workgroup Age Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.07*
Full Model Statistics
F(3,45) = 3.71*
R2 = 0.20
Adjusted R2 = 0.15
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Aggregated Deep Acting
Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Group Size
Group Emotion Work Requirements

β

B

0
0.37

-0.26

SE

t

0
0.32

0.062
0.117

-0.01
2.72**

-0.16

0.084

-1.87

F(2,46) = 3.74*
R2 = 0.14
Step 3
Workgroup Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.06
Full Model Statistics
F(3,45) = 3.79*
R2 = 0.20
Adjusted R2 = 0.15
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Racial Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Group Size
Group Emotion Work Requirements

β

B

0
0.37

-0.17

SE

t

0
0.32

0.062
0.117

-0.01
2.72**

-0.22

0.184

-1.17

β

B

SE

t

0
0.37

0
0.32

0.062
0.117

-0.01
2.72**

-0.26

-0.02

0.011

-1.9

F(2,46) = 3.74*
R2 = 0.14
Step 3
Workgroup Racial Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.03
Full Model Statistics
F(3,45) = 2.97*
R2 = 0.17
Adjusted R2 = 0.11
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.

Age Heterogeneity
Predictors
Step 1
Group Size
Group Emotion Work Requirements
F(2,46) = 3.74*
R2 = 0.14
Step 3
Workgroup Age Heterogeneity
ΔR2 = 0.06
Full Model Statistics

F(3,45) = 3.84*
R2 = 0.20
Adjusted R2 = 0.15
*p < .05. **p < .01. The significance tests reported here are one-tailed.
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Appendix J: Mediation Tables
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL MEDIATION RESULTS
Mediation Analysis for Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Emotional Exhaustion through
Surface Acting
Objective Race Dissimilarity
Consequent
Antecedent
X Objective Race
Dissimilarity
M Surface Acting

coeff
a

M Surface Acting
SE
LL
UL

-0.28

0.228

-0.74

---

---

---

Y Emotional Exhaustion
coeff
SE
LL
UL

0.17 c’

-0.10

0.230

-0.56

0.35

---

0.29

0.082

0.13

0.45

b

R2 = 0.157
F (8,149) = 3.47, p = .001

R2 = 0.148
F (8,149) = 3.23, p = .002
Objective Age Dissimilarity

Consequent
Antecedent
X Objective Age
Dissimilarity
M Surface Acting

coeff
a

M Surface Acting
SE
LL
UL

Y Emotional Exhaustion
coeff
SE
LL
UL

-0.04

0.013

-0.07

-0.02

c’

-0.02

0.014

-0.05

0.01

---

---

---

---

b

0.31

0.084

0.14

0.48

R2 = 0.115
F (7,150) = 2.78, p = .01

R2 = 0.155
F (7,150) = 3.94, p < .001
Perceived Race Similarity
Consequent
Antecedent
X Perceived Race
Similarity
M Surface Acting

coeff
a

M Surface Acting
SE
LL
UL

-0.01

0.060

-0.13

---

---

---

Y Emotional Exhaustion
coeff
SE
LL
UL

0.11 c’

0.14

0.059

0.02

0.26

---

0.30

0.081

0.14

0.46

R2 = 0.151
F (8,149) = 3.30, p = .002

b

R2 = 0.181
F (8,149) = 4.11, p < .001
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Perceived Age Similarity
Consequent
M Surface Acting
Y Emotional Exhaustion
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL

Antecedent
X Perceived Age
Dissimilarity
M Surface Acting

a

-0.02

0.059

-0.13

---

---

---

0.10

c’

0

0.060

-0.12

0.11

---

b

0.30

0.083

0.14

0.46

R2 = 0.154
F (8,149) = 3.38, p = .001

R2 = 0.151
F (8,149) = 3.30, p = .002
Perceived Diversity

Consequent
M Surface Acting
Y Emotional Exhaustion
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL

Antecedent
X Perceived Diversity

a

M Surface Acting

0

0.086

-0.18

---

---

---

0.16

c’

0.20

0.086

0.03

0.37

---

b

0.30

0.081

0.14

0.46

R2 = 0.174
F (8,150) = 3.95, p < .001

R2 = 0.150
F (8,150) = 3.30, p = .002

Mediation Analysis for Indirect Effect of Dissimilarity on Commitment through Surface
Acting
Objective Race Dissimilarity
Consequent
M Surface Acting
Y Commitment
Antecedent
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL
X Objective Race
Dissimilarity
M Surface Acting

a

-0.19

0.212

-0.61

---

---

---

0.23

c’

-0.01

0.194

-0.39

0.38

---

b

-0.26

0.074

-0.40

-0.11

R2 = 0.131
F (5,153) = 4.61, p < .001

R2 = 0.138
F (5,153) = 4.91, p < .001

167
Objective Age Dissimilarity
Consequent
M Surface Acting
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff

Antecedent
X Objective Age
Dissimilarity
M Surface Acting

a

Y Commitment
SE
LL

UL

-0.03

0.015

-0.06

0.001

c’

0

0.014

-0.03

0.03

---

---

---

---

b

-0.26

0.075

-0.40

-0.11

R2 = 0.139
F (5,153) = 4.95, p < .001

R2 = 0.148
F (5,153) = 5.30, p < .001
Perceived Race Similarity
Consequent
Antecedent
X Perceived Race
Similarity
M Surface Acting

a

M Surface Acting
coeff
SE
LL

coeff

Y Commitment
SE
LL

UL

UL

-0.01

0.060

-0.13

0.11 c’

0.07

0.055

-0.04

0.17

---

---

---

---

-0.25

0.074

-0.40

-0.11

b

R2 = 0.156
F (6,151) = 4.65, p < .001

R2 = 0.142
F (6,151) = 4.18, p < .001
Perceived Age Similarity

Consequent
Antecedent
X Perceived Age
Similarity
M Surface Acting

coeff
a

M Surface Acting
SE
LL

-0.02

0.059

-0.13

---

---

---

UL

coeff

Y Commitment
SE
LL

UL

0.10 c’

-0.01

0.054

-0.12

0.09

---

-0.26

0.074

-0.40

-0.11

R2 = 0.143
F (6,151) = 4.19, p < .001

b

R2 = 0.148
F (6,151) = 4.36, p < .001
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Perceived Diversity
Consequent
Antecedent
X Perceived Diversity

a

M Surface Acting

M Surface Acting
coeff
SE
LL

coeff

Y Commitment
SE
LL

UL

UL

0.01

0.085

-0.16

0.18 c’

-0.02

0.078

-0.18

0.13

---

---

---

---

-0.26

0.074

-0.41

-0.11

b

R2 = 0.138
F (6,152) = 4.08, p < .001

R2 = 0.141
F (6,152) = 4.18, p < .001
GROUP LEVEL MEDIATION RESULTS

Mediation Analysis for Indirect Effect of Group Heterogeneity on Relationship Conflict
through Aggregated Surface Acting
Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Surface Acting
Y Relationship Conflict
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL

Antecedent
X Workgroup
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Surface
Acting

a

-0.17

0.105

-0.38

---

---

---

0.05 c’

-0.04

0.122

-0.28

0.21

---

0.53

0.170

0.18

0.87

b

R2 = 0.025
F (3,44) = .38, p < .05

R2 = 0.172
F (3,44) = 3.05, p < .05
Racial Heterogeneity

Consequent
M Aggregated Surface Acting
Y Relationship Conflict
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL

Antecedent
X Workgroup Racial
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Surface
Acting

a

-0.37

0.229

-0.83

---

---

---

0.10 c’

0.01

0.266

-0.52

0.55

---

0.54

0.170

0.20

0.88

R2 = 0.173
F (3,44) = 3.06, p < .05

b

R2 = 0.013
F (3,44) = 0.20, p > .05
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Age Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Surface Acting
Y Relationship Conflict
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL

Antecedent
X Workgroup Age
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Surface
Acting

a

-0.03

0.013

-0.05

---

---

---

-0.0 c’

-0.02

0.016

-0.05

0.01

---

0.48

0.170

0.13

0.82

b

R2 = 0.086
F (3,44) = 1.38, p > .05

R2 = 0.205
F (3,44) = 3.77, p < .05

Mediation Analysis for Indirect Effect of Group Heterogeneity on Task Conflict through
Aggregated Surface Acting
Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Surface Acting
Y Task Conflict
Antecedent
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff
SE
LL
UL
X Workgroup
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Surface
Acting

a

-0.17

0.105

-0.38

---

---

---

0.05 c’

0.06

0.05

-0.13

0.25

---

0.50

0.133

0.23

0.77

b

R2 = 0.025
F (3,44) = .37, p < .05

R2 = 0.172
F (3,44) = 3.05, p < .05

Racial Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Surface Acting
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff

Antecedent
X Workgroup Racial
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Surface
Acting

a

-0.36

0.229

-0.83

---

---

---

Y Task Conflict
SE
LL

UL

0.10 c’

0.13

0.208

-0.29

0.54

---

0.50

0.133

0.23

0.77

R2 = 0.172
F (3,44) = 3.06, p < .05

b

R2 = 0.025
F (3,44) = .37, p < .05
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Age Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Surface Acting
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff

Antecedent
X Workgroup Age
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Surface
Acting

a

-0.03

0.013

-0.05

---

---

---

-0.0 c’
---

b

Y Task Conflict
SE
LL

UL

0

0.013

-0.02

0.03

0.49

0.136

0.22

0.77

R2 = 0.045
F (3,44) = .53, p < .05

R2 = 0.205
F (3,44) = 3.77, p < .05

Mediation Analysis for Indirect Effect of Group Heterogeneity on Workgroup Creativity
through Aggregated Deep Acting
Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Deep Acting
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff

Antecedent
X Workgroup
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Deep
Acting

a

-0.13

0.089

-0.31

---

---

---

Y Creativity
SE
LL

UL

0.05 c’

-0.05

0.219

-0.50

0.39

---

-0.10

0.364

-0.83

0.64

b

R2 = 0.262
F (4,44) = 3.9, p < .01

R2 = 0.181
F (4,44) = 2.43, p = .06
Racial Heterogeneity

Consequent
M Aggregated Deep Acting
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff

Antecedent
X Workgroup Racial
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Deep
Acting

a

-0.18

0.276

-0.73

---

---

---

Y Creativity
SE
LL

UL

0.38 c’

-0.15

0.655

-1.47

1.17

---

-0.09

0.357

-0.81

0.63

R2 = 0.149
F (4,44) = 1.92, p > .05

b

R2 = 0.262
F (4,44) = 3.9, p > .01
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Age Heterogeneity
Consequent
M Aggregated Deep Acting
coeff
SE
LL
UL
coeff

Antecedent
X Workgroup Age
Heterogeneity
M Aggregated Deep
Acting

a

-0.38

0.224

-0.83

---

---

---

Y Creativity
SE
LL

UL

0.07 c’

-0.27

0.562

-1.41

0.86

---

-0.12

0.366

-0.86

0.62

R2 = 0.194
F (4,44) = 2.64, p < .05

b

R2 = 0.265
F (4,44) = 4.0, p < .01

